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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION TO LAND USE AND 
GREENWAYS IN CENTRAL IOWA 
Background 
In the state of Iowa, over 90% of the lands are privately owned (Ott 1995). 
Historically, much of the land conversion was the result of agriculture and the appearance of 
scattered small towns. However, today a new type of land use conversion is taking place. 
The agricultural land is being converted to non-agricultural uses - residential, commercial 
and industrial. In Iowa between 1986 and 1997, 314,719 acres of agricultural land was 
converted to non-agricultural use (Anderson and Huntington 1998). With this conversion of 
land is also a growing awareness by many people that we need to protect our remaining 
natural areas and even our prime farmland from irreversible development. The awareness of 
these concerns is witnessed by reading local newspapers that feature articles about the 
growing number of parks, recreation trails, and opportunities to utilize the outdoors. This 
awareness is the result of the work of several organizations, including local governing bodies 
that inform and influence individuals to implement conservation measures. County 
Conservation Boards are one such organization. 
Enabling legislation was passed in 1955 permitting counties to form conservation 
boards (Rush et al. 1959). 
Conservation boards are local natural resource management agencies whose 
responsibilities are the following: to acquire, develop, maintain and make 
available public museums, parks, preserves, parkways, playgrounds, 
recreation centers, forests, wildlife and other conservation areas, to encourage 
the orderly development and conservation of natural resources and to provide 
adequate programs of public recreation. Conservation boards also help 
educate local residents about the natural world in which we live and 
administer roadside vegetation management programs (Iowa Association of 
County Conservation Boards 1998). 
To date, all ninety-nine counties in Iowa have created County Conservation Boards. The 
land protection ideas of the county conservation boards aren't new, but with ever-increasing 
acres being consumed by development, their mission is becoming more and more important. 
Unfortunately, with the increasing frequency of annual budget cuts and higher and higher 
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maintenance costs, county conservation boards are looking to innovative ways of maximizing 
their resources. Municipal park and recreation departments are faced with these same issues, 
as are local recreation and conservation organizations. They must look at alternatives that 
serve multiple objectives. For many, greenways are becoming the preferred alternative to 
meet their goals. Simply defined, greenways are linear corridors of protected open space. 
The term greenway was first popularized by the 1987 report of the President's Commission 
on the American Outdoors (Morandi 1998). The greenway concept is helping local 
government agencies and conservation organizations and those across the nation to meet 
multiple objectives. 
In Iowa several local greenways and greenbelts have been established over the last 
ten years. For the first time, a regional greenway is being planned in Dallas, Polk, Story, and 
Warren counties by the respective County Conservation Boards, Des Moines Park 
Department, West Des Moines Park Department, and Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
(INHF), with help from the National Park Service. This plan has taken many years to 
develop. The goal of this multi-county greenway, the Central Iowa Greenway (CIG), is to 
protect the Iowa landscape that has been fragmented by agriculture and development; leaving 
only small pieces of native ecosystems in tact. The greenway embraces many objectives: 
protection of the natural resources including water, soil, and wildlife; increased passive 
recreation opportunities such as biking and hiking; and increased economic benefits such as 
relocation of businesses to the area and start-up of new service-oriented businesses that are 
seeking a rich quality of life (Central Iowa Greenways Committee 2000). 
Greenways, like the one proposed for the four Central Iowa counties, are important 
because they are at the intersection of private/public interests, urban/rural interests, and 
development/environment interests. This intersection creates an interface along the linear 
corridors that weave through the urban and rural lands. These corridors may be either 
privately or publicly owned, meaning that not all greenway areas are open to the public but 
may instead be managed for wildlife, flood control, or erosion control. Greenways promote a 
unique partnership between the environment and development. Greenways can be managed 
to minimize some of the impact of development. For example, in housing developments 
greenways protect water quality and provide wildlife habitat, aesthetic open space, and 
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recreation. Further, greenways can promote service-oriented businesses like bike or 
equipment rental shops near trail areas. 
However, as important as these areas are, it is not well understood what citizens, 
including local citizens, landowners, local businesses, as well as decision and policy makers 
know about greenways. To assist in implementing the CIG Framework Plan and to 
maximize the benefits that greenways can provide, efforts need to be focused toward learning 
the perceptions, attitudes, and understanding people have about greenways in Central Iowa. 
This information can be used to promote a positive image and acceptance of the proposed 
greenway system to ensure successful implementation. 
Central Iowa Greenways Committee and Framework Plan 
Many trails and green ways have been established across the state of Iowa. An 
initiative is currently underway to create a greenway system in Central Iowa in Dallas, Polk, 
Story, and Warren counties. This greenway system has been proposed in response to the 
large quantities of land that are being swallowed up by urban/suburban sprawl, destroying 
natural resources and agricultural land. A greenways plan has been developed that identifies 
elements in the landscape that need to be protected and seeks to connect them. The 
connections follow river areas and abandoned railroad corridors connecting important natural 
and cultural areas with these features. The stated purpose of the Central Iowa Greenways 
Framework Plan (Central Iowa Greenways Committee 2000) speaks to the need for 
greenway infrastructure because it is "fundamental to the health, safety, and general welfare 
of the public." The plan has therefore created a mission "to develop a shared vision for 
greenways ... in rapidly developing Central Iowa, that fosters a conservation ethic, conserves 
natural and cultural resources and contributes to the economic health of the region." 
The plan was created by the Central Iowa Greenways Committee, which is made up 
of representatives from the four county conservation boards, Des Moines and West Des 
Moines parks departments, and the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation. A consultant was 
hired to conduct a citizen participation and input process and to develop a framework plan. 
A series of three workshops was held in the four counties. The workshops identified existing 
and potential greenway areas, issues of importance to the proposed four county greenway, 
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and implementation strategies. The result of the public meetings included a series of 
proposed framework greenway maps for the entire four county area and a framework plan 
with specific actions for implementing the greenway system. The maps used floodplains, 
publicly owned lands, and existing trails as a base for identifying the greenway. Other 
identified greenway elements, such as wetlands, prairies, or cultural areas, identified at the 
public meetings, were added to the greenway system. The action plan included the 
following goals: (Central Iowa Greenways Committee 2000) 
1. Link the Central Iowa Region together 
2. Provide resource protection and management 
3. Resolve conflicts between greenways and adjacent land owners I land uses 
4. Promote public education, awareness, and support 
5. Determine project coordination and management 
6. Develop funding and partnerships 
Central Iowa will be linked together by connecting existing trails and community 
assets (areas identified by individuals in the public meetings as important areas), connecting 
population centers, and eventually expanding to other counties. Resource protection means 
both natural resources (wildlife, vegetation, wetland, and prominent terrain) and cultural 
resources ( archaeological and historical sites/structures), while establishing greenways 
management on a watershed level. Conflicts will be resolved by preserving the greenway 
corridors "in harmony and context of the surrounding land uses". It will be emphasized that 
trails shouldn't interfere with preservation activities. Coordination will include setting 
priorities for the greenway segments to be established first and setting up intergovernmental 
procedures. 
Purpose of the Study 
Greenways provide many connections in these counties - for wildlife, for people, and 
for business. The connections that link the four counties create a unique interface between 
urban and rural, private and public, development and the environmental interests. The 
interface can serve as a mechanism, which informs and educates the citizens of this four 
county region about the relationship between their natural resources and their communities. 
According to the principles of sustainability, this empowers these individuals to make 
equitable decisions by considering the impacts to each of the connections (people, wildlife, 
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ecosystems, etc.) in the greenway (Beatley and Manning 1997, Maser et al. 1998). The 
uniqueness of greenways and their regional benefits - recreation, resource protection, and 
economic - make their successful implementation highly desired. The purpose of this study 
is to provide information that will help in the implementation of the proposed framework 
plan and continued success into the future. 
At present, the CIG Committee has completed its framework plan and is finalizing a 
set of implementation strategies that will be presented to the planning departments and park 
departments within the four counties. Summaries of this framework plan will be given to 
decision-makers within the counties including the city and county officials. Presentations 
are planned for the board of supervisors, city councils, and special interest groups within the 
four-county region. The intent of these presentations is not only to educate these individuals, 
but also to build acceptance of the plan. It is hoped that these groups will, in turn, embrace 
and promote the plan and development of the green ways in Central Iowa. 
However, the CIG Committee needs better information about the knowledge, 
perceptions, and attitudes of citizens and decision makers in the four counties and how they 
will respond to the greenway plan that is being implemented. An education/information 
campaign is targeted to begin this year and continue into the future. The research contained 
in this thesis study is intended to benefit the work of the Central Iowa Greenway Initiative. 
A portion of the information gathered was targeted toward understanding these attitudes and 
perceptions as well as where citizens gained their understanding of what greenways are. The 
intent of the information is to be used by the CIG Committee in their information/education 
campaign. Quayle (1995) and Schrader (1995) both speak for the need to develop education 
models and strategies for greenways indicating that the first step is to understand the attitudes 
and perceptions of greenways. The study will provide information necessary for developing 
a specific greenways education model that can be used by the groups represented in the CIG 
Committee. 
As the CIG Framework Plan is intended to be an enduring document, the second 
portion of the study is to consider how well the plan reflects the ideas and thoughts that 
citizens in Central Iowa have about green ways. As such, an analysis of the planning process 
and the resulting plan document have been completed. This analysis is intended to help the 
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CIG Committee make necessary changes to the framework plan that will help with its 
acceptance and implementation. 
Study Questions 
There were two main objectives of this study. First, because the definition of 
greenways is so broad, it is important to focus the vision of greenways to meet the needs of 
Central Iowa. This means discerning what greenways mean to Central Iowa including 
common definitions, benefits, and attitudes that Central Iowa residents have about 
greenways. There are many factors that are suspected to affect the overall understanding of 
greenways. Therefore the following questions were used to look at the differences in 
understandings. 
I. Do individuals having more knowledge about greenways favor them more 
than individuals with less knowledge? 
II. Do individuals living in different counties have a different understanding 
and level of acceptance of greenways? 
III. Do individuals living closer to greenways have a different understanding 
and level of acceptance of greenways than those individuals living farther 
from the greenway? 
IV. Do individuals living in urban and rural areas have a different 
understanding and level of acceptance of greenways? 
V. Do individuals living in close proximity to one another have a similar 
understanding and level of acceptance of greenways. 
Second, whenever a plan is developed it is important to revisit the plan to ensure that 
it met the goals for which it was developed. This means evaluating the plan and the planning 
process. It was intended that this study would help to evaluate the completeness of this plan 
and compare it to the vision of greenways obtained in the first part of the study. The result 
will be useable recommendations to the CIG Committee regarding the plan including ways in 
which to help educate individuals about greenways, how to best implement and fund 
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greenways, and other examples of greenways after which the individual greenways 
components can be modeled. 
Study Area 
The proposed greenway is located in the central Iowa counties of Dallas, Polk, Story, 
and Warren (Figure 1). These counties share common environmental features such as the 
Skunk River which flows Story and Polk Counties; the Raccoon River which flows through 
Dallas and Polk Counties; and the Des Moines River which flows through Polk and Warren 
Counties. Yet the demographics and opportunities available to local residents vary greatly 
between these counties, as does the political atmosphere. It is a region with little past 
cooperation between the entities. Instead there is intense competition between not only the 
cities but also the counties for the growth that is occurring. The urbanization of these four 
counties is very different. Polk County, home of the state capital, is the most urbanized of 
the four counties while Warren County is the least urbanized. The core of the urbanization is 
surrounding Des Moines in south Polk County and into northern Warren County and eastern 
Dallas County. Story County, while experiencing growth, is not directly impacted or 
involved in the continual creep of the Des Moines Metropolitan area outward at this time. 
Polk County has a population of 374,601 and eighteen incorporated cities and towns. 
While a majority of the county is urbanized there are small communities and natural areas 
scattered in the county including Chichaqua Bottoms, Jester Park, and Yellow River. The 
State Capital is located in Des Moines, the largest city in Iowa, and affords the residents 
many opportunities in terms of employment, education, recreation, and entertainment. There 
are several parks including Easter Lake, Water Works, and Gray's Lake; a small zoo; art 
museum; and a science center. Downtown Des Moines is actively planning and updating the 
city to include an artist district, upscale loft apartments, business district, and a new mall and 




Figure 1. Location map of four counties contained in the Central Iowa 
Greenways Framework Plan - Dallas, Polk, Story and Warren. 
Surrounding the Des Moines Metro are several municipalities - West Des Moines, 
Clive, Urbandale, Johnston, Ankeny, Windsor Heights, and Waukee. The communities make 
up a growing metropolitan area that is rapidly expanding into surrounding Dallas and Warren 
Counties. The expansion is welcomed by some individuals while others are less enthused by 
the expansion. As the Metro continues to expand, it shifts employment opportunities, 
transportation needs and housing in these counties. Overall the economics of this 
metropolitan area are in flux, as more tax dollars are shifted to the growing suburbs. The 
overall growth of the Metro is transforming large portions of once agricultural areas into 
housing subdivisions and commercial areas. Also, the scarce natural areas are being 
converted into residential areas. 
Story County 
Besides sharing a border, Story County is connected to Polk County and Des Moines 
via Interstate 35. It is the next largest county in terms of population. The population is 
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79,981. Many residents in Story County commute to Des Moines and vice versa. Ames is 
the largest community in Story County with a population of 50,731. Ames is home to Iowa 
State University, the Iowa Department of Transportation, and the Ames Laboratory. Many 
research facilities exist around the community as a result of the university. The result of 
these opportunities is a diverse community that takes an active interest in many issues. A 
recent example is Hallett's Quarry. A proposal was brought forward by developers to 
convert the site, originally a gravel quarry, into a Neotraditional village subdivision. 
Receiving tremendous public involvement, the site is now being considered by the City for 
protection of its water supply and as a natural park with passive recreation opportunities. 
The eastern and northern areas of the county are primarily rural and agricultural. 
There are several small communities with less than 5,000 people. Scattered about the county 
are also several recreation opportunities and natural areas. These areas include Skunk River 
Greenbelt, McFarland Park, Hickory Grove Park, and Indian Creek Greenbelt. 
Dallas County 
Perhaps the county in the greatest transition, Dallas County has 40,750 people. The 
eastern side of the county is quickly becoming urbanized. A small fraction of this portion of 
the county has actually been annexed by the City of West Des Moines, which has a 
population of 46,403. The west side of the county is almost entirely agricultural with Dallas 
Center being the largest community, having 1,595 people. The split in the urban/ non-urban 
area has caused discrepancies in what is actually going on in terms of the demographics of 
Dallas County. While one half of the county is facing issues normally experienced in rural 
areas - the need to maintain agricultural services and businesses - the other half is 
determining how to control its growth explosion. The growth is primarily upscale residential 
homes, which often make the continuation of farming difficult. This is due to the high price 
of land as well as the hazards associated with farming near an urban area such as vandalism 
to farm property and heavy traffic on once-rural farm roads. Unfortunately, this type of 
residential development doesn't create a tax base that can supply all of the necessary 
services. The result is an area left without agriculture, but that is in need of figuring out how 
to deal with the pressures of now providing services to the new residents. 
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Currently, a highly contested mall project is being proposed for West Des Moines. 
The mall will significantly alter the landscape and push for even more urbanization in the 
county. A gravel operation has also been contested in the area. Still, Dallas County has 
sought to maintain its natural, recreational, and cultural resources. It has done this through 
the preservation of the Raccoon River Greenbelt, which takes a comprehensive look at the 
landscape. It has focused on a watershed level of resource planning considering both the 
important natural and cultural elements. 
Warren County 
The least urbanized county of the four counties is Warren County. The current 
population is 40,671. Growth is moving south into Warren County from Des Moines. The 
city of Des Moines has annexed land to the Warren County line. Like the eastern portion of 
Dallas County, the northern half of Warren County is experiencing tremendous growth. The 
growth is occurring in and around Carlisle, Indianola, and Norwalk. However, the county is 
also experiencing an unsustainable pattern of rural sprawl (i.e. growth that is not in an 
incorporated area). The county is working to contain this problem through the use of urban 
service areas which limit where services and growth can occur (Planning Works 2000). 
Indianola is the largest city in the county with a population of 12,998. The 
community serves as an employer and provider of services for many of the small surrounding 
communities including Milo, Lacona, and Liberty Center. The southern portion of the 
county is largely rural and agricultural. There is little planned activity in this portion of the 
county. The major recreation areas of the county include Lake Ahquabi State Park and Red 
Rock Wildlife Area; in addition, there are a number of county recreational areas. 
Overall, the county is the least developed of the four counties. It also has the least 
political will as evidenced by the rural sprawl issues. The county is trying hard to resolve 
these issues with the comprehensive planning process that it has undertaken. 
Limitations of the Study 
The face-to-face interviews conducted in this study are limited in that they are 
representative of the individuals that were invited by the CIG Committee to participate in the 
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public meeting workshops. The individuals invited to the meetings were inconsistent 
between the counties, with some counties having more individuals invited than others. 
Further, not all of the types of individuals that were invited in one county were invited in 
each of the counties. For example, in one county the planning directors were invited but not 
in another. In addition, the results are representative of the individuals that chose to 
participate in more than one meeting but may not represent the views of those that only 
participated in one meeting or did not attend any of the meetings. 
These individuals were chosen as a starting place of people interviewed but their 
views may be skewed toward conservation and, in particular, greenways. The usefulness of 
these case studies is dependent upon comparing the greenway plan that was prepared to the 
information gathered in the interviews. It will not have all of the perspectives present in the 
community. However, an analysis of the participants interviewed indicates that many 
different individuals representing a variety of community perspectives were represented in 
the case study. The study is intended to primarily benefit the CIG Committee in the 
continued iterations of their framework plan. 
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CHAPTER 2. OVERVIEW OF GREENW AYS - HISTORY 
AND RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Greenways Defined - Characteristics, Purposes, and Benefits 
There are many definitions for greenways, probably as many different definitions as 
there are greenways. However, if the compound word is taken apart into its two simple 
words "green" and "way", it is possible to get an uncomplicated but fairly accurate definition 
of greenway. "Green" implies vegetation; the vegetation could be along a river or it might be 
a natural area such as a woodland or wetland. It might follow a valley or be adjacent to a 
cornfield, but it gives a sense of nature. "Way" implies a direction and travel. The travel 
could be human travel or animal travel. It also implies a sense of linear movement from 
point a to point b. It may be narrow or wide, short or long. Active transportation corridors 
are not typically a part of the definition unless a trail passes through the greenway. Other 
definitions include: 
1. Areas of concentrated environmental value which almost exclusively tend to be 
associated with linear land and water patterns (Dawson 1995) 
2. Linear parks that connect other open space surrounding communities (Platt 2000) 
3. Greenways are an established human endeavor ... that represents an adaptation - a 
response to the physical and psychological pressure of urbanization. They help 
mitigate the loss of natural space owing to development (Seams 1995) 
4. A green way is a corridor of protected open space managed for conservation and / 
or recreation. The common characteristic of greenways is that they all go 
somewhere and connect something. Greenways follow natural land or water 
features, like rivers or ridgelines, or human landscape features like former railroad 
or highway corridors. They link natural areas, parks, cultural sites or historical 
sites with each other and in some cases with populated areas. Greenways can 
protect environmentally sensitive lands and wildlife, and also can provide people 
with access to outdoor recreation and enjoyment close to home. (Central Iowa 
Greenways Framework Plan 2000). 
From these definitions it is easy to pick out the characteristics found in most 
greenways. They are linear, following linear water features such as rivers, streams, canals; 
landforms such as ridges or valleys; abandoned railroads; utility easements; or migration 
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corridors for birds and mammals. Greenways can, and often do, have trails for human usage. 
They usually protect some environmentally sensitive area like a prairie, woodland, or 
wetland. They may be in pristine condition but often where development or agricultural 
pressures have impacted their quality, they may need to be restored. Green ways can be home 
to historical or cultural areas like Native American burial grounds or pioneer settlements. 
Greenways can be in urban or rural areas or can connect them, which brings up the last 
notable characteristic of greenways; they are connectors. They connect rural and urban 
areas; they connect people to each other and to the landscape; and they connect wildlife to 
larger habitat areas. 
The characteristics of greenways lead to many of the benefits that greenways can 
provide including environmental, economic, historical, recreational, educational, and 
influence on urban form (Fabos 1995; Little 1990; Central Iowa Greenways Framework Plan 
2000). The environmental benefits of greenways are numerous. Perhaps the most often cited 
benefit is water quality. Greenways, because they often run along water corridors, serve as 
buffers protecting the water bodies from sediment and pollutants that enter the water in 
agricultural and urban areas. They also help prevent erosion by stabilizing steep banks and 
erodible soils. Because greenways protect the floodplain, flooding is often reduced through 
decreases in water velocity and increases in infiltration of water. Greenways can also 
improve air quality by the uptake of CO2 and other emissions through the leaves of the 
surrounding vegetation. The vegetation can also serve as a necessary source of wildlife 
habitat, providing areas for wildlife movement. These environmental benefits are possible in 
both the urban and rural areas. 
Greenways are often sold to communities based on their economic values. For the 
local municipality, houses near greenways are often sold at higher prices and net higher 
property taxes. This too, is a selling point for developers. Additionally, businesses tend to 
locate where there is a high quality of life, which is often associated with open space and 
recreation (Central Iowa Greenways Framework Plan 2000). Therefore, businesses may 
locate where the greenways preserve these characteristics, bringing jobs and higher tax base 
to the community. In areas where recreation is associated with the greenways, new 
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businesses such as equipment rentals, bed and breakfasts, and eating establishments are 
necessary to support the recreation. 
If we look for a moment at the savings greenways provide, more economic benefits 
are provided. Since greenways help decrease flooding, the amount that must be paid in flood 
damages is less, easing the burden on the community. And finally, since greenways, through 
recreation and alternative modes of transportation, increase the physical activity of the 
individual, the health of the citizen is likely to increase and there is less money spent on 
health care in the community. 
Many discussions have been taking place, both in academia and in the popular press, 
about the need to connect with place. Greenways, because they often protect cultural and 
historical elements that are special to place, can help people learn about place. The premise 
of the sense of place studies is that when people are connected to a place they are more 
willing to protect and care for the place. This improves the state of the community and 
ultimately the quality of life. 
In order to get people into the greenways to learn about the history of the 
environment, trails can be a critical element of the greenways. Trails also provide passive 
recreation of many forms. They can allow horseback riding (which is limited on many 
trails), bike riding, roller-blading, and hiking. The trails, depending on their proximity to 
urban areas and the intensity of their use, may be paved or have some hard surface such as 
crushed limestone. The surface of the trail and the maintenance of the trail depend on the 
intended use of the trail. Even though trails are the most common recreational use of 
greenways, the waterways that often flow through the greenways can be an important source 
of recreation for fishing or canoeing. 
Together, the environmental aspects, the historical and cultural elements, and the 
trails make greenways an ideal location for education. A significant portion of the 
environmental education literature speaks to the need for having people experience the 
environment in order to truly understand it (Archie 1998; Hale 1986; Chawla 1998). This is 
possible with greenways. They provide many levels of experience with nature: wildlife 
watching and study, plant study, water quality study, and ecological studies of their structure 
including corridors, patches, and fragmentation. The ultimate goal of environmental 
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education is in line with what the greenway seeks to promote. Greenways are about 
connections and protection of the natural and cultural environment. Using greenways for 
education can help citizens understand the necessity of protecting the environment for 
continued human survival. 
Finally, greenways can influence the urban form. Greenways help to protect the areas 
that are environmentally critical. These areas, often along water bodies, also contain many 
cultural artifacts. By protecting these areas as greenways, the urban form is influenced. 
Further, greenways, by restricting the amount of area where development can occur, can limit 
how much development takes place. A positive solution to restricted development is to make 
development more compact allowing for more development. Green subdivisions or 
conservation subdivisions are instances where the developer is making an effort to protect the 
open space by restricting development only to specific areas and providing compact 
development in other areas. The gained open space is often connected through greenways. 
If planned in a regional context, the green ways will connect the protected open space to other 
open space in the region such as a park or wildlife preserve. The key in this type of 
development is to prevent fragmentation of the landscape by connecting spaces that would be 
otherwise isolated under conventional development, especially suburban development. 
Greenways should not be overlooked in urban areas because greenways can connect people, 
nature and culture in urban areas as well as new developments. 
A prime example of urban connections is the Four-Mile Creek in Des Moines. 
Residents on the east side of Des Moines, prompted by the concern to have a place for their 
children to play, worked with the city and local conservation organizations to create a 
greenway. The greenway occurs along a utility easement and connects neighbors to each 
other and also to a 40 acre protected woodland and wildlife refuge in the heart of Des 
Moines. 
Not only do greenways protect natural areas, but there is also an ongoing movement 
to protect agricultural land as well through agricultural zoning, purchase of development 
rights, or transfer of development rights. These agricultural areas can serve as a significant 
open space connected by the greenways. Residents in and around urban areas also see the 
greenways as softening the harsh urban feeling. Greenways mitigate the harshness of a 
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concrete city by using farmland and natural areas as buffers. A conclusion can be drawn that 
greenways influence the aesthetics of the urban form as well as the physical urban form. 
Greenway History 
The greenways literature speaks to three relatively distinct movements - parkways, 
trails, and multi-purpose greenways. Parkways occurred between the l 700's until around the 
1960's. They weren't specifically called greenways. Instead they may have been called 
axes, which functioned for movement and visual experiences; boulevards; or parkways 
(linear park systems) like those created by Frederick Law Olmstead (Seams 1995). Another 
important influence on the modem greenway that occurred during this time was the British 
greenbelt (discussed later). Three greenbelt towns were even built in the United States in 
Maryland, Ohio, and Wisconsin. They were similar in purpose to British greenbelts, not 
greenways (Little 1990; Resettlement Administration 1936). 
A transition to the next movement began when the car began to dominate our 
everyday lives and environment. It pushed pedestrians and bicyclists from the places they 
once used to travel from one location to another. Needing to find a place to continue these 
activities, trails and hiking paths began to emerge in the 1960's (Seams 1995). These paths 
were often constructed along abandoned human made elements such as railroads or canals 
that were no longer viable for transportation. During this period the term greenways first 
appeared. It was used for the first time in William Whyte's 1959 book Securing Open Space 
for Urban America (Little 1990). However, the term became popularized by the President's 
Commission for the Outdoors Report that called for a "living network of greenways ... to 
provide people with access to open spaces close to where they live, and link together the 
rural and urban spaces in the American landscape" (Fabos 1995). 
The first two movements of greenways were limited in their scope but the third and 
present movement of greenways is much broader in scope. The last movement of greenways, 
beginning about the mid-1980's, tends to focus on many objectives including hydrology, 
cultural resources, and education (Seams 1995). These greenways recognize the need for 
local citizen involvement and partnerships. It is in this same light of reaching many 
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objectives that some individuals have spoken to the use of greenways as an appropriate tool 
growth management. 
A different history than provided in the three classic United States greenway 
movements, and perhaps more instructive, can be seen in the following Canadian examples. 
These examples speak to the increasing complexity that has been incorporated into 
greenways during their evolution. The greenway case studies from Taylor's article From 
greenbelt to greenways:four Canadian case studies (1995) speak to changes in greenway 
thinking, planning, and implementation. 
The first example is the greenbelt in the Canadian capital of Ottawa; it dates back to 
the 1940's. The purpose of this greenbelt was to prevent sprawl, incorporate municipal 
buildings, and to serve as a practical and economic limit to growth. The primary form of this 
green space was a girdle around the city. It was meant to separate the city and rural 
countryside in order to protect agriculture. Instead, it caused disinvestments in farm 
buildings and management practices because the greenbelt land was actually owned by the 
government. In the long term it hurt the tax base and did not stop growth. Further, it 
provided no connectivity between the countryside and urban area or even around the urban 
area. 
The Fish Creek Greenway, developed in 1966 demonstrates a new type of thinking. 
This linear corridor was protected because of degradation caused by an adjacent urban area. 
It used ecology as a basis for planning instead of simply a policy to stop growth ( as with the 
first example) with little recognition of the need to work within the constraints of the land use 
patterns. The Fish Creek Greenway also included citizen participation on a minimal level. 
In the Saskatoon Valley, a greenway with nodes and linear connections was proposed 
to restore the health and fit of the valley for the people and wildlife in 1978. It was proposed 
in response to a public loss and degradation of a public amenity. The idea of nodes and 
connectors brings in the idea that the greenway needs to cover a large area to be effective. 
Also, a greenway authority was created which had control over land use changes, 
recognizing the fact that in order to protect an area that has been damaged due to 
urbanization there must be a regulatory authority. 
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The last example is in Toronto. Here a waterfront greenway system was created (in 
1992), its focus was at the bioregion level, recognizing an even larger area to be protected. 
More important, it recognized not a political area but an ecological area, which is critical to 
making the greenway function correctly. The goal of this waterfront was to promote 
sustainability - economic and environmental. And the greenway was accomplished through 
partnering of government and local groups. 
As evidenced by the Canadian case study and the three American greenway 
movements, greenways are a unique tool for conserving resources and influencing growth. 
They have many objectives and function on a large scale, which is critical to solving complex 
regional issues - sprawl, declining water quality, loss of agricultural land, etc. This shift in 
greenways and their purpose/objectives can even be seen in Iowa as the local trails and 
greenways are being developed into a regional plan, the Central Iowa Greenway. 
Greenways and Other Synonymous Terms 
There are many other terms that are used to describe greenways including greenline 
parks, wildlife corridors, linear parks, riparian buffers, green infrastructure, and greenbelts. 
Each of these terms has a history that may or may not be fully described in the greenway 
literature. It should be noted that while these terms are general and can have many different 
definitions to different people they are often used interchangeably with the term greenway. 
Further, as in the case of greenbelts, they have different definitions between the United States 
and European Countries, specifically England. 
Greenline parks have been argued by some to be the first greenways. They are areas 
protected by the National Park Service under the goal of scenic protection. There are two 
nationally declared greenline parks. These areas are large but not necessarily narrow linear 
features as greenways have been defined. The Adirondack Park region is an example of a 
greenline park (Zube 1995). Linear parks are similar to greenline parks, except they are not 
based on the aesthetic features that greenline parks are. Linear parks may be grouped 
together into a regional park to form a greenway. Standing alone they are not really a 
greenway because they don't connect anything. The linear parks may be fragmented simply 
because the land is not continuous or due to different management authorities and practices. 
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Wildlife corridors are another example of a feature that is often used interchangeably 
with greenways. Corridors are linear paths that many wildlife species use to move from one 
habitat area to another area; the areas are called patches. This corridor needs to have cover 
and forage in order to aid the many small and large animals in their travel. The vegetated 
areas serve this purpose. This applies to only an ecological application of a greenway not the 
recreation or cultural applications. 
Riparian buffers or filter strips are also ecological applications of greenways. 
Riparian buffers are usually used in agricultural areas but are being used more often in urban 
areas too. They are strips of vegetation that are planted in varying widths along a stream or 
river. Their purpose is to protect the river or stream from sediment or pollution entering the 
stream. The pollution is usually nitrogen or phosphorus that has been applied to the farm 
fields or to urban area lawns. The nitrogen and phosphorus are taken up by the plants and 
used. 
Although there are many terms that can be and are used interchangeably with 
greenways, in the United States greenbelts have been used synonymously most often. 
Greenbelts, at least in the United States, have been used to describe the areas that surround 
the rivers and may include a trail. They have alternatively been described as linear open 
space areas. However, this term has a significantly different definition and purpose in 
Europe, where it is and was historically a tool for dealing primarily with growth. Greenbelts 
were meant to separate the city and countryside. A brief comparison of the differences 
between greenbelts and greenways will now be considered. 
In contrast to European greenbelts, in the United States greenways may be publicly 
owned or held as private property with no public access. In Iowa, for example, the Skunk 
River Greenbelt is primarily private while Chichaqua Bottoms is primarily publicly owned; 
both allow public access. Furthermore, in the United States, greenways are not regulated or 
created by government decree. In some states condemnation is an allowed means for 
establishing greenways, but in many states, Iowa included, condemnation is not allowed for 
establishing greenways. Instead they are implemented through conservation easements and 
grassroots dedication. In the United States the use of greenways is limited to recreational 
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use only and in some cases there is minimal value to wildlife or private individuals; mining 
or agricultural uses are not allowed in greenways although they may be adjacent uses. 
The last, but no less significant difference between European greenbelts and 
greenways is in their goals. Greenways are connectors. They seek to connect the 
countryside and the urban areas. The greenbelts conversely seek to keep these entities 
separated. The greenbelt may in some ways have been a precursor to the greenway, 
however, because both seek to provide at least some relief from the urban development. 
Though the greenway does not seek to separate the urban from other areas it does still serve 
as a buff er protecting the beauty and environmental integrity of the area. 
It should be pointed out that although not called greenways or greenbelts specifically, 
many cities and states have implemented open space boundaries and protection as part of an 
urban growth boundary that function similarly to British greenbelts. Some of these cities and 
states include San Diego, Portland, Boulder, and Georgia. 
Implementation of Greenways 
In implementing greenways one must first recognize that greenways can be multi-
jurisdictional (Platt 2000). This makes implementation more complicated because of 
differing political attitudes and different laws. One jurisdiction may be dedicated to creating 
a greenway while another may not. As a result, a well planned, good intentioned greenway 
may fail to be implemented as well as all of the benefits it was intended to provide. In some 
instances ownership of a greenway between two public agencies can introduce different goals 
and management, which may cause a fragmented greenway. Further, greenways may be 
public or private. This introduces problems with access and sometimes management 
fragmenting the greenway even more. 
Green ways are most often implemented because of a group of well-intentioned 
individuals that donate time and money to see its completion. Laws typically don't prevent 
this type of greenway or trail planning, but it is rare that a law will require greenway 
planning even though there are many benefits to having greenways. Rhode Island is the only 
state that has written greenway legislation to attain these benefits. The legislation calls for a 
statewide greenway system and sets up a greenway authority to oversee the greenways in the 
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state (Rhode Island General Laws, Chapter 41-125). Other federal initiatives, such as the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Equity Act of 1998, GAP analysis, the American Heritage 
River Initiative, and the Millennium Trails Initiative have helped provide another legal 
means to establish green ways (University of Massachusetts 2000). 
There are many ways to acquire greenways. The first and most secure is through 
purchase (fee simple absolute), usually by a government agency or land trust. This is the 
most expensive means for acquiring greenways. There are other less expensive but effective 
ways to create greenways. Conservation easements are often used to secure greenways, 
especially trails. This method involves purchasing the development right on a particular 
parcel of land and holding it in perpetuity. The rights are held by someone other than the 
individual that owns the land. This method allows the land to stay in private ownership but 
may limit public access. Transfer of development rights is a similar process to conservation 
easements and allows the development rights to be sold and applied to another designated 
parcel of land. Subdivision regulations and zoning can also be used. Finally, management 
agreements can be made between a public or private agency and the landowners wishing to 
maintain a greenway. The agreements specify the way land should be managed to ensure it is 
protected. This is usually done when the goal is environmental protection and not recreation. 
Management agreements are the least costly means for establishing a greenway, but they are 
difficult to enforce and public access is almost always denied. 
Each of these methods has advantages and disadvantages for establishing a greenway. 
Determining which method is most appropriate depends on the objectives of the greenway. 
If the goals are primarily environmental and not recreational, the latter means (management 
agreements) are more appropriate and cheaper. Plus they keep the land in private ownership 
and on the tax roles. However, if recreation is the goal, the land (or an easement) must 
usually be purchased by a public agency or specified by regulations. 
Attitudes and funding are the two factors that limit the implementation of greenways. 
Attitudes concerning private property can be extremely detrimental to greenways. In many 
places in the United States, especially more rural areas, there is an opinion that private 
property is sacred. This opinion comes across in statements like "no one can tell me what to 
do with my land" and "I don't want anyone on my land, its mine." Private property owners 
22 
often do not want trails on or even near their land due to fear of vandalism and interference 
with their land. Often these concerns are unfounded and once the landowners have the trail 
near their land they come to enjoy and support it (Kaylen 1993; Moore1994). Safety is a big 
concern for people who use the green way as well. They fear theft or conflict with others on 
the trail. These issues may be solved with trail etiquette. 
Funding has also been a major factor in limiting the establishment of greenways. 
However, there are several sources of funding that have been used to establish greenways. 
The funding sources vary with the type of greenway that is being established. For example, 
greenways that include trails have often been funded with TEA-21 grants. Water and air 
quality grants have been given out by the EPA and the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Many states have funds that are available for conservation projects. In Iowa, Resource 
Enhancement And Protection grants are available for a variety of projects. Local 
governments may also have grants available and some are using TIF (Tax Increment 
Financing) as a way to encourage greenway projects (Platt 2000). Private foundations are 
another good source of funding. And finally, land trusts or conservation organizations often 
have resources to establish greenways. 
Greenway Examples 
There are approximately 500 greenway projects nationwide (Fabos 1995). Some of 
these examples have their beginnings at the turn of the 20th century such as the Chain of 
Lakes in Minneapolis or the Emerald Necklace in Boston. These greenways were designed 
in what is considered part of the first greenway movement. Their design was primarily based 
on aesthetics. They were meant to show off the gems of these areas (Seams 1995). Other 
greenway examples, such as the San Antonio River Walk, are based on the revitalization of a 
downtown. They were created to improve the economic prosperity of the downtown and 
focus on the tourism and new businesses such as restaurants, hotels, and specialty shops, 
connected by the river (Virtual San Antonio 2001). Other examples of greenways include 
numerous trails that have been created. In Iowa, these trails include the Wabash Trace and 
Hoover Valley Nature Trail. Trails (greenways) are often based on abandoned railroads but 
utility corridors are used as well. The last example of greenways are those that encompass 
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large regions such as the Central Iowa Greenways Initiative or the Mountains to Sound 
Greenway in Washington State. These greenways work to enhance scenic beauty, increase 
recreation opportunities, protect wildlife corridors, preserve forests and working farms, 
promote community identity, and promote sustainability (Jones and Jones 1996; Central Iowa 
Greenways Framework Plan 2000). The Florida state greenways plan takes the greenways to 
an even larger interregional scale and is based on the conservation desires of the residents 
(Florida Greenways Commission 1995; Department of Environmental Protection 2000) 
Environmental Education 
Education has the potential to impact local communities and their development 
because public education leads to public participation (Johnson and Jacobs 1994). Today, if 
you pick up the newspaper or tum on the television, you will find information on 
overpopulation, pollution and depletion of natural resources that threaten the stability of 
human existence. Participation is essential to change these patterns of unwise use. Thus, as 
many have stated, environmental education becomes the critical factor that enables 
individuals to make environmental, economic and socially sustainable decisions (Corson 
1995, Gehrt 1996, President's Council on Sustainability 1996, Harshman and Engstrom 
1977). 
According to the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (Ott 1995), there is a 
significant increasing trend in the number of environmental and outdoor interpretative 
education facilities in the state of Iowa. Facilities range from very large and developed to 
very small and, in some cases, no facilities at all (Pease and Burzon 1997). Some boards 
made conscious decisions not to have educational facilities in order to focus programming on 
existing natural areas. Other counties choose not to build facilities because of already 
existing state and federal facilities (Pease 1998). 
Programming ranges from self-guided tours to fully interactive programs. Topics of 
these programs include endangered species, forest, prairie, and wetland ecosystems, hunter 
safety and recycling among others. These programs are targeted at individuals of all ages. 
The staffs responsible for these programs range from two or three full time employees to one 
part time employee (Pease and Burzon 1997). Program activities of these educational 
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facilities can serve to stimulate and increase the level of conservation knowledge of the local 
residents. In communities where there is little environmental education, the level of 
environmentally conscious and sound decision making is likely lessened. 
There are no environmental education programs that deal specifically with greenways 
in Iowa. Yet the importance of greenways is continuing to grow in Iowa, in particular 
Central Iowa. As noted above, environmental education is a critical component of people 
making environmentally sound and responsible decisions. Therefore, it seems necessary that 
efforts be undertaken to integrate the principles of greenways into environmental education 
programs in the state. These principles could include the connections between people and 
the landscape, influence on the physical form of the landscape, and alternative transportation; 
the list is vast. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
Overview 
The purpose of the research was to understand what is known about greenways in 
Central Iowa. It was determined that a case study research method was most appropriate to 
obtain the desired information. Case study research explains how and why a particular 
proposition exists. The advantage of this type of research is that it can be used when the 
researcher does not have control over the behavioral events and it has a focus on 
contemporary as opposed to historical phenomena. The research case study differs from 
other types of case studies in its rigorous and fair presentation of empirical data. Although 
there are six sources of evidence for case studies, this study used two sources -
documentation and interviews (Yin 1994). 
The documentation collected includes public meeting minutes, invitations to the 
meetings, slides shown at the meetings, and the CIG Framework Plan as well as other written 
reports about the study area. Semi-formal interviews, which are a combination of formal 
and informal interviews, were conducted. In formal interviewing there is a series of 
questions asked. The answers are recorded in a standard form. In formal interviewing a 
researcher collects data to support a current theory; it is a deductive method. The goal of 
formal interviewing is uniformity and standardization so there is no variation in the interview 
between respondents. Informal interviewing, on the other hand, allows the interviewer 
flexibility to vary questions. They can probe spontaneously to get explanations of meaning 
or additional information from the respondent. Informal interviewing is an inductive process 
in which data is collected and then theories formed. It is sometimes called grounded theory 
because the theory is grounded in the data collected (Sudman et al 1996). Semi formal 
interviews then allow for the basic structure of the interviews to remain constant, but retain 
the flexibility to probe for more information like the informal interviews. 
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Data Collection 
A series of in-depth face-to-face interviews were conducted. Two interviews were 
conducted over of the phone due to distance constraints and preference of the interviewee. 
The interviews lasted an average of one hour with one interview lasting only 20 minutes and 
another lasting one and one-half hours. The interviews covered the topics of greenway 
definitions, community issues, greenway implementation, and the public meetings for the 
Central Iowa Greenway. However, the interview was flexible, and the respondent was able 
to put their thoughts in their own words and share other insights that they might have. 
The second source of information collected was a copy of the CIG Framework Plan 
and its extensive executive summary. The executive summary is intended as the primary 
informational and marketing document for the CIG Framework Plan. Additionally, materials 
from the public meetings were gathered: the slides shown at the meetings with the 
accompanying script, invitations, posters, and a summary of the first two meetings. 
Interviews 
Selection of Interview Participants 
There were two groups of individuals interviewed. The first group of interviews was 
conducted with the members of the Central Iowa Greenways Committee. The members were 
interviewed in order to get a general understanding to the CIG vision, process, and 
framework plan. These individuals were asked about their understanding of greenways in 
order to compare their definitions with the plan as well as the second group of individuals 
interviewed. 
The second group of individuals interviewed was a cross section of greenway 
stakeholders (as identified by the CIG Committee) in the Central Iowa counties. They too 
were asked about their definitions of greenways but they were probed further to get a better 
understanding of the level of support relating to several greenway and community issues. 
Some of the information obtained from this group was at the request of the CIG Committee. 
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Committee Members 
There were a total of nine individuals interviewed for this portion of the study. Seven 
interviews were conducted with the current Central Iowa Greenways (CIG) Committee -
directors from each of the four county conservation boards, park and recreation directors 
from Des Moines and West Des Moines, and a representative from the Iowa Natural Heritage 
Foundation. The consultant that prepared the plan was also interviewed as he was an integral 
part of the plan and planning process. Also, a past member of the committee that had moved 
on to a new position just before the interviews were conducted was interviewed because he 
had had more involvement than the current member that was hired for his position. These 
interviews were carried out prior to conducting interviews with the participants. The content 
of these interviews looked at not only their understanding of and attitudes towards greenways 
but also included extensive questions on greenway planning within their city or county, and 
their personal assessment of the framework plan that was prepared. 
Meeting Participants 
The selection of these individuals was based on attendance of the greenway meetings 
held in each of the four counties over a one-year period. Attendance lists were reviewed to 
determine the number of people that had attended more than one meeting. If an individual 
had attended two or three of the meetings, they were initially identified as a potential 
interviewee. The reason for their selection was that these individuals had been involved in 
the plan development. If their visions are different than the plan, then the validity of the plan 
can be questioned. Contacts to arrange the interviews were made by phone. A total of 
twenty-nine people were initially identified. Of the people identified, there were two 
husband/wife couples. The individual in each couple that first responded to the interview 
request was interviewed. In both cases, it was the individual that held a leadership position 
such as a county conservation board seat that agreed to do the interview. Only one of the 
twenty-nine potential interview candidates could not be reached for an interview. In total 
twenty-six individuals in the four counties were interviewed. There were three from Dallas 
County, eight from Polk County, fourteen from Story County, and one from Warren County. 
Originally, an equal representation of interviews between the four counties was desired. 
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However, the individuals interviewed were representative of the group that participated in the 
public meetings and there wasn't equal representation between the counties. 
The goal of understanding the true vision of greenways in Central Iowa was 
accomplished by obtaining a greater depth of information than was possible at the CIG public 
meetings/workshops. The individuals at the meetings were invited to participate in the 
meetings based on a determination of their stakeholder interest in greenways by the CIG 
Committee. The stakeholders were identified following closely the model presented by 
Mac Williams et al (1995) in the study on protecting the Mississippi Blufflands. Six potential 
groups were identified to understand attitudes on bluff protection: landowners, general 
public, students, city/county governments, developers, and other groups/organization. These 
groups were chosen because of their status as stakeholders within the community. Although 
there may be other stakeholders in the CIG for this thesis study, those invited to participate in 
the public meetings (stakeholders identified by CIG) were interviewed including landowners 
surrounding the proposed greenway, decision makers, policy makers, developers, special 
interest community organizations and chamber of commerce members. As there were no 
students invited to the public meetings, no students were interviewed. 
These groups were identified because their engagement in and understanding of 
greenways is essential if the GIG Initiative is to become a reality. These groups are part of 
the larger community in which they live and serve. It is expected that they will engage others 
in their community, so it is necessary to look at these groups first. Partnerships with these 
groups will foster the education and energy that is needed to make the CIG successful. The 
importance of these groups is summarized below. 
City Council/Mayor/City Manager-This group lives and works in the community. They 
must make important decisions regarding the interests of their community. You can 
gauge whether they or the council might support funding, policy, etc. related to the 
proposed greenway. This group ultimately has a large impact on the success of the 
group. 
Planning Commissions / Planning Staff - They would be involved in zoning changes to 
implement the green way. They are responsible for making sure that greenways will be 
incorporated into land-use and comprehensive plans. Their vision will likely guide what 
objectives the greenway will fulfill in the community. The same is true of the planning 
staff, which prepares the reports that involve greenways as well as make 
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recommendations to the planning commission. This group was identified at both the city 
and county levels. 
Park Commissions I Department Staff - This group will likely have a majority of the 
maintenance responsibility and cost associated with greenways. They will probably be 
concerned more with recreation than environmental protection. 
Developers - This group was identified in most of the counties. However, there was little 
support from this group at the public meetings. They are a key group since it is a goal of 
the framework plan to incorporate greenways into areas of new development. 
Board of Supervisors - This group was invited in each county to participate in the public 
meetings. It doesn't appear that many of these individuals participated in the focus 
groups. The CIG Committee will be giving presentations to this group as one of its first 
groups to target. 
Senators/House of Representatives - Both state and federal legislators were invited to 
participate in the public meetings. There were a few individuals in this group that 
participated in the meetings. Acceptance and support by these groups of individuals is 
critical to obtain the level of funding needed for the greenways system as the funding will 
need some legislative backing. 
Special interest groups ( 1000 friends of Iowa, Ames Quality of Life, etc.) - These groups 
have been selected because they will likely support or have already supported the 
greenway. It is difficult to assess their visions, but quality of life and aesthetics are likely 
important elements to their organization mission. Members of the Iowa Natural Heritage 
Foundation and members of the friends of the county conservation boards groups were 
invited to the CIG meetings, but they represent other organizations too. The groups with 
less environmentally oriented missions were not invited. 
Chambers of Commerce - Although this group didn't get direct invitations, many of the 
individuals on the city councils in the different communities currently have or have had 
some involvement with the Chamber. 
Landowners - The landowners group is diverse. Many of the landowners invited to 
participate in the CIG meetings either owned land near the greenway or were involved in 
one of the other groups invited to attend. 
General Comments About the Selected Interviewees 
Originally, an even number of individuals in each of the four counties was desired. It 
was intended that these individuals would represent each of the categories discussed above -
decision makers, etc. Also, it was intended that there would be individuals that participated 
in the greenways meetings, were invited but didn't participate, and those that didn't 
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participate in the meetings in order to assess a broader range of individuals. However, a 
decision was made that a smaller sample of individuals would be more appropriate given the 
unrealistic demands of interviewing enough individuals in each of the different categories. A 
decision was made to look at individuals that had taken an active interest in the greenways 
planning process. It was felt that if these individuals had different understandings and 
attitudes towards greenways, the information that they could share would be a good starting 
place for understanding the citizens of Central Iowa; as well their understanding could be 
compared to the plan that was developed. As it turns out the people at these meetings were 
there for different reasons and had different levels of understanding about greenways, so the 
sample population was diverse and provided a lot of detailed information about greenways in 
Central Iowa. 
Information Obtained in the Interviews 
The questions for both the CIG Committee and the participant interviews were broken 
down into four sections - 1. understanding greenways; 2. greenways and the individual; 3. 
greenways planning, involvement and implementation; and 4. the CIG Framework Plan and 
process. Although the basic intent of each of the sections was similar for both the committee 
and the participants, they were asked slightly different questions (See Appendix 1) as 
different types of information were required. The interviews with the committee members 
were completed to understand the plan, its goals, and its development process. The 
interviews with the participants were completed to help understand what the perceptions of 
greenways were in Central Iowa. The following sections examine the scope of each 
interview subsection. The differences between the committee interviews and the participant 
interviews will be pointed out as necessary. 
Understanding Greenways 
The intent of the first section of the interview was to determine what was understood 
about greenways. How are greenways defined and what benefits do they provide? A critical 
part of this section was to find out how and where people learned about greenways and if 
their understanding of greenways had changed and why. These insights shed some light on 
the type of individuals, specifically the participants that chose to be involved in the CIG 
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project. As a result the committee has been provided some guidance for implementing the 
plan including specific tools, useful reference books, etc. that could be used to help others 
understand greenways. As part of this understanding an attempt was made to see if use by 
the participants of the greenways impacted the way in which they understood greenways. 
The next series of questions in this section looked at the respondents' attitudes toward 
greenways. Were they in favor of greenways? Did their attitude about greenways change 
over time? Attitudes are typically measured in three components - the affect, behavior or 
behavioral intent, and cognition. This question dealt with the first component of attitude. 
Some of the other questions later in the interview dealt with behavior and cognition, 
especially for the participants. They were asked to indicate their willingness to be involved 
in greenways planning and rank greenways against other community issues. 
The last question in this section of the interview was directed at concerns that the 
individuals might have towards greenways. The question sought to learn if there are any 
negative feelings that individuals hold towards green ways or if they see problems associated 
with greenways. The intent of this question was to provide the committee with the 
problems/issues surrounding greenways that will need to be resolved. 
Greenways and the Individual 
Although the intent of this section of the interview was to determine the participants' 
priorities when compared to other issues, there was a different purpose for the committee 
members. The committee members were asked to talk about how greenways were supported 
by their agency. In some ways the question is a self-reflection for the committee to gauge 
their priorities. The participants were asked about community issues and personal values and 
asked to prioritize them with or against greenways. These questions are meant to be used as 
a measure of support for greenways. The CIG Committee asked specifically for this 
information during their interviews. 
Both groups were asked about exemplary greenways. This question served to get 
information about other greenways. The information provides useful examples about what 
has been successful in other greenway projects across the country and in Iowa. The intent is 
that some of the successes of these projects can be replicated in the Central Iowa where 
appropriate. 
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Greenway Planning, Involvement, and Implementation 
This next section of the interview served three purposes in terms of the participant 
interviews. First, it uncovered whether or not these individuals had been active in other 
greenways and if this activity made them more aware of greenways or led them to favor 
greenways more. Second, it catalogued the type and extent of continued support/ 
involvement for the greenway system. The individuals were asked about their continued 
involvement to get at the behavioral intent portion of their attitude towards greenways. 
Although there is often a weak link between affect and behavior and behavior and behavior 
intent it does give the committee a means to gauge future involvement. The third purpose of 
this section was to understand if these individuals thought greenways should be expanded 
and if so how, including specific implementation strategies, funding, and education. The 
education component was broken down into information about greenways and environmental 
education/interpretation. 
The committee interviews brought to the forefront how each of the members planned 
for and implemented greenways. This is important to understand the constraints of each in 
planning as it relates to a larger regional plan like CIG. They were asked what planning 
approach they favored. They were also asked about the implementation strategy they favored 
and how to get the plan out to the citizens of Central Iowa. 
CIG Framework Plan and Process 
The questions asked of the committee members were intended to first learn about the 
planning process and second to get an evaluation of the plan by the committee members. 
The purpose of the participant questions was to understand what impact the public meetings 
may have had on these individuals' understanding of green ways. They were asked if they 
knew what a greenway was before attending the meetings and did attending the meetings 
influence their understanding of what a greenway was? Last, they were asked why they 
attended the meetings. Since several people were invited to attend the three series of 
meetings and only a small number attended more than once, it is important to understand 
why these particular individual attended the meetings; more importantly, why did they attend 
more than one meeting? This information is meant to help the CIG Committee in assessing 
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their population of attendees and perhaps specific groups to target for continued support and 
groups that need to be targeted to get involved. 
Communicating About Greenways 
A one page supplemental Likert scale type question was handed out to the 
participants at the end of the interviews. The Likert Scale is a tool for measuring opinions 
and attitudes of individuals based on their similarities and differences to a specific object 
(Likert 1932). The question in this thesis study (See Appendix All) asked the participants to 
rate on a scale of one (least similar) to five (most similar) how similar or dissimilar a set of 
terms were to their personal definition of greenways. The terms were taken from greenway 
literature and are used synonymously with greenways. There were thirty-nine different terms 
used to describe greenways. Participants were invited to add additional terms that were 
similar to their greenway definition. Participants were given a stamped, addressed envelope 
to return the survey supplemental page. The intent of the question was to understand what 
terms the participants associated with greenways. The information is useful for the CIG 
Committee in developing their information campaign and education strategies for greenways. 
Other Sources 
As mentioned above there were other sources of information regarding the Central 
Iowa Greenways Initiative collected. These others sources included the Central Iowa 
Greenways Framework Plan and Executive Summary. The meeting agendas from each of 
the three types of workshops were collected, as were the slides and slide script presented at 
the first of the three public meetings. Any comprehensive plans or trails plans that were 
readily available were also collected for review. The intent of these other materials was to 
get an understanding of the process for creating the plan and the actual plan prepared so that 
the plan could be compared to the understanding of those interviewed. The comprehensive 
plans were gathered to see if the greenways were or could be a part of the plans as well as to 




The interviews were tape-recorded and the tapes coded to protect confidentially. 
Extensive notes were also taken during the interviews. The notes were transcribed after each 
interview. They were analyzed first by grouping all of the responses to each question 
together and then a summary of the responses for each question written up. The notes were 
then analyzed a second time using content analysis. Content analysis establishes what is 
known about greenways. The content in each interview was grouped into patterns of ideas 
observed. Descriptive statistics were used to describe patterns or trends in the data. The 
transcripts were also used to understand the differences in community types (urban/rural) and 
groups within the community. The observed patterns were compared with the predicted 
patterns of difference ( study questions). Pattern matching compares the predicted pattern 
with an empirically based pattern. If the patterns coincide, then the results help strengthen 
the original proposition (Yin 1994). In this study, the original proposition was the 
differences/similarities in the greenway perceptions and understanding proposed in the study 
questions. The patterns were then compared to the framework plan to determine its 
completeness and effectiveness. 
Likert Scale of Greenway Terms 
The information from the Likert scale type question on the terms used to describe 
greenways the information was entered into a spreadsheet and then summarized using 
descriptive statistics. The average score for each of the terms was calculated as well as the 
range of values. 
Queries of Distance to Greenways and Urban/Rural Areas 
To answer questions about spatial tendencies in the data, a series of GIS queries were 
completed using Arc View and Spatial Analyst. The first step in completing any GIS 
analysis is to find or compile all the necessary data. The first set of data that was obtained 
included the background themes-the greenways (from the consultant), highways, 
incorporated areas, and similar county information (from NRGIS). The second source of 
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data was the subset of information taken from the interview notes and assembled into a data 
set usable by Arc View. 
Once the interview information data set was complete, it was necessary to locate the 
interview participants spatially. In other words, a GIS theme (layer of information) was 
created that located these individuals on a map. This theme was completed by geocoding the 
participant's addresses. Geocoding takes the addresses and locates them on a base theme. 
For this analysis a county road theme, available through NRGIS, was used to geocode the 
addresses. 
Once the address and interview information data sets were complete, distance grids 
were created. The distance (to greenways and urban areas) was found using the find distance 
option under the analysis menu in Spatial Analyst. The tool creates a grid of distance from a 
theme or selected features (greenways or urban areas) in that theme. Each cell contains a 
distance from the feature(s). For this project distances from greenways and urban areas were 
important; therefore, distance grids for these themes were created. 
Grids are essentially buffers of set distances around the polygon of interest, in this 
case greenways and urban areas. The participant theme was then laid over the grid (See 
Appendix B). This allowed for particular patterns that existed to be observed. For example, 
greenways users versus nonusers (participant theme) were laid over the distance to 
greenways grid to see visually if users lived closer to the greenway than non-users. 
The first type of grid prepared was the distance to greenway. The grid was completed 
using the greenways theme prepared by the CIG Framework Plan consultant. The greenway 
system, as defined by the consultant, is a combination of riparian areas ( defined by the flood 
plains), trails, public parks, special places, and the connections between these areas. The 
public places and special places are point data and were not included in the distance to 
greenway buffers. They were left out because the grid is too complex to be of use. The 
proposed trails were also left out of the analysis for similar reasons. The second type of grid 
theme completed was a series of distance to rural or urban areas. Four classifications of 
urban I rural areas were used. They were based on the 1990 population attribute in the 
incorporated towns theme. The classifications include rural areas, small towns, mid sized 
towns, and urban/suburban areas. 
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The first urban/rural grid shows all the incorporated towns in the four county area 
and by doing so the completely rural areas are shown. The second grid for small towns used 
a population of greater than 500 as a criterion to create the distance grid. This gave estimates 
of which participants live near small and large towns. Populations of 1000, 5000, and 10,000 
were also used as criteria to create the distance grids, but there was very little difference 
between them and the grid that used a population of 500; so only the grid that used a 
population 500 as a criterion was used in the data analysis. The next distance grid completed 
was for mid-sized towns. The purpose was to look at communities that had urban 
characteristics but that were not large urban areas. A population of greater than 25,000 was 
used to define mid-sized towns since only Des Moines was above 50,000 in the 1990 census 
information. The last grid looked at the Des Moines Metro area and included any city that 
was bordering Des Moines. 
In order to make the distances from the grid themes useful for analysis, the distance 
was added to the attribute table of the participant theme, using the get grid extension. The 
distance values were then used to create a summary of basic statistics including the 
minimum, maximum, and median distance from the greenway, nearest small town and urban 
area. By joining the qualitative data prepared earlier with the attribute table, it was possible 
to perform queries on the data including proximity to the greenway or location in a rural area 
and use or knowledge of greenways. The process of completing the queries has helped 
provide ideas about the variables that might be responsible for explaining differences and 
similarities in the respondent's data. 
Spatial Dependency 
The purpose of studying spatial dependency was to gain more in depth information 
about the relationships of individuals and their location to each other. In other words, is the 
location of any individual and the responses they gave in the interview dependent on the 
individuals surrounding them. Essentially the comparison is a comparison of nearest 
neighbors. The term given to this type of analysis is spatial dependency. The method used 
for determining spatial dependency was taken from an online book called Map Analysis by 
Joeseph Berry. The book is a collection of Geoworld columns entitled "Beyond Mapping". 
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In order to complete any spatial dependency calculations, the nearest neighbor( s) had 
to be located. For this project, five nearest neighbors were found for each individual. 
Berry's example only chose to complete the analysis for one nearest neighbor, but to see if 
the relationship existed for more than just one nearest neighbor, five neighbors were chosen 
for this thesis study. The nearest neighbors were found by displaying the participants on the 
map and using the measuring tool in Arc View. The individuals and their five nearest 
neighbors were entered into a spreadsheet in order to complete the spatial dependency 
analysis. 
The spreadsheet was created following Berry's (1999) example (See Appendix Cl). 
Essentially, all of the formulas in the spreadsheet produce a ratio of spatial dependency. If 
the ratio is one, there is spatial dependence between the nearest neighbor and the individual. 
If the ratio is less than one but positive, there is even more spatial dependence between the 
neighbors. But if the ratio is greater than one there is no spatial dependence between the 
neighbors. 
The first step in determining the ratio is to find the difference between the 
individual's response and the average of all the individuals' responses. For this study, the 
difference between the nearest neighbor's response and the average of all the nearest 
neighbors was found. The ratio between the absolute difference of these two values was 
calculated. For this project, the spatial dependency was calculated for the five nearest 
neighbors. The average of these nearest neighbors was also calculated. 
A spatial dependency measure was calculated for greenway use; knowledge; and 
three terms taken from the Likert scale type question - greenbelt, restoration, and regional 
park. Because spatial dependency is a ratio, it needs quantifiable values. These variables 
were the only quantifiable numbers. Participants were asked if they used greenways and if 
they had prior knowledge of greenways before attending the CIG public meeting workshops 
and if they used greenways. The yes / no answers of these questions were converted to values 
of 1 (no) or 2 (yes) so they could be used to look at spatial dependency. The three Likert 
scale type terms had values of 1 - 5 based on a scale of similarity. 
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Limitations of Spatial Dependency 
Spatial dependency is a valid and even desirable measure for qualitative studies. As 
mentioned above it is means of looking at similarities between the individuals that live in 
close proximity. It was believed (Study Questions, Chapter 1) that individuals that lived in 
the same counties or next to one another would have a similar understanding of greenways. 
Use of GIS and Berry's method of spatial dependency are one means of getting at this 
information, besides grouping these individuals into study categories and comparing the 
interview notes for similarities. However, if the measure of spatial dependency is to be 
effectively used, it should be considered in the research design. Spatial dependency requires 
the use of numerical values because it is a ratio. However, qualitative data usually isn't 
numerical. In this study only the ordinal (Likert scale type question) and nominal (yes / no) 
questions could be used. Therefore, in this project the data was really being retrofitted in an 
attempt to look at spatial dependency. In future research more Likert scale type questions 
rather than open-ended questions could be asked to deal with this problem. Nevertheless, 
this analysis was helpful for classifying the participants into proximity groups and then 
comparing the spatial dependency results with the theme analysis of the interview notes 
described earlier. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
Chapter Intent 
The intent of this chapter is to provide a summary of the results obtained from the 
interviews. The content of this chapter is directed toward the CIG Committee and they will 
be provided the information contained herein. The information contained in this chapter is a 
summary of the interviews that were completed with both the CIG Committee and the 
participants of the CIG public meeting workshops as well as the results of the GIS analysis 
that pertain to the study questions. As a complete discussion of all of this information is not 
desirable here, the next chapter will discuss this information as it pertains to ideas that both 
support and are in contrast to the CIG Framework Plan. 
Central Iowa Greenways Committee Responses 
General Information 
There were nine CIG Committee interviews completed. The structure of the 
interview for the CIG Committee was different than for the participants. While asking 
similar questions about these individuals' understanding of greenways, greenways and the 
individual, and public involvement in planning, there was a significant portion of the 
interview that was directed specifically at the CIG Framework Plan and planning process. 
The reason for the difference was to get a better understanding of the CIG Framework Plan 
and the process for preparing the plan. Additionally, it was suspected that their 
understanding, attitude, and philosophy toward greenway planning might be reflected in the 
responses of the individuals in their respective jurisdictions. As discussed later, this was 
found not to be true. 
Understanding Greenways 
The understanding of greenways for the committee members was determined through 
questions on defining a greenway, greenway benefits, understanding of greenways, and 
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finally attitudes and attitude change towards greenways. The following questions were used 
to solicit answers regarding the understanding of greenways: 
• Please describe for me, what is a greenway? 
• Please describe for me what you see as the purposes of a greenway. 
• Please describe for me the benefits of a greenway. 
• What information or experiences have helped shape your knowledge (understanding) 
of greenways? 
• Has your understanding of greenways changed? 
• Has your attitude toward greenways changed over time? How? 
As mentioned previously, the intent of this section was to get a feel for what the committee 
members perceived a greenway to be and to compare their individual definitions to the 
summary definition in the CIG Framework Plan. Generally, the committee members and 
their definitions and understanding of greenways was tied a great deal to their education as 
biologists, recreation specialists, and landscape architects. Only one of the committee 
members spoke to any extent that his understanding came from his childhood of growing up 
along a river. Some of the committee members talked about green ways in a theoretical 
perspective, while some of them discussed a greenway that was much more applied. 
Greenway Definition 
The recognition of greenways as linear corridors was one of two primary definitions 
of greenways with seven of the committee describing greenways in this manner. Four of 
them mentioned that greenways follow linear elements like rivers or abandoned railroads. 
None of them mentioned the other linear elements such as valleys or ridgelines that are 
discussed in the greenway plan. The presence of vegetation or wildlife was the second most 
often discussed definition of greenways. Greenways have permanent vegetation according to 
one member while another said they were a biomimicry of nature. Another said that 
greenways were a meeting of water, flora, and fauna. 
Greenways were defined as connectors by six of the members, although their 
definitions of what greenways connected differed. Greenways, according to one member, are 
nodes for connecting conservation areas, while for another they are links between places that 
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are both natural and manmade. One member was very specific and talked about how 
greenways, especially those in developed areas, were fragments that could be connected to 
create a framework of greenways. 
Other definitions of greenways mentioned less often by the committee included 
cultural, aesthetic, and transportation corridors. While one of the committee members felt 
that greenways are historical and cultural because this is where development originally 
occurred, another felt that cultural elements should be minimized. Greenways were 
described as areas that provide breaks in the urban landscape and soften the urban edges, they 
also possess an aesthetic value. Transportation was only mentioned by three of the 
committee members. Greenways are considered by one member to be a place to enter and 
exit the environment. Only one of the members talked about greenways as trails, but more 
specifically trails that can run along highways. This was the definition brought up in the plan 
but not highly visible among any of the committee members. 
Two committee members made interesting comments that don't fit into any of the 
above definition groups. One member talked about how there were other definitions for 
green ways, such as those used in the plan, but this individual didn't hold these definitions 
personally. Another member commented that the greenway definition used by the committee 
was created to meet the parameters that were needed to serve the plan, implying that 
greenways can be many things and their definition is place or context specific. 
Benefits of Greenways 
The protection of environment, including cultural resources, was the primary benefit 
given by the committee members. They discussed greenways as a means to control floods, 
provide wildlife habitat, and filter pollutants/ sediment for water quality. One of the 
members was adamant that even with the protection benefits greenways provide, they are 
areas to be used. They are for recreation, collecting mushrooms, and even lumber. Six of the 
committee members supported the use of greenways for recreation, particularly in urban 
areas. 
Several benefits were described that dealt with quality of life including health benefits 
and aesthetics. In terms of health benefits, greenways provide both physical and mental 
benefits through exercise as well as relaxation. Further, they increase social interaction, 
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which for one committee member was positive. The greenways are an escape from the urban 
environment both visually and audibly. They promote visual beauty and provide sound 
buffers between houses and city elements. 
The benefits given by the committee members included both the rural and urban 
environments. However, there was no distinction made by the members, with the exception 
of one, between urban and rural greenways or greenway benefits. 
Understanding Greenways 
With the exception of two of the committee members, the understanding these 
individuals have for greenways comes as a result of education or job experience - primarily 
work on a trail or greenway project. Several of the members listed the authors that had been 
influential to them while they were in school-Richard Forman, JB Jackson, Robert Thayer, 
Grady Clay, Fredrick Olmstead, Jens Jensen, and Ebenezer Howard. Professional 
conferences and work with the Conservation Fund and the American Greenways program 
and their associated publications were influential for one member. Two members stated that 
their specific involvement in creation and management of trail projects were influential. 
Interestingly almost all of the committee members are involved with trails and management 
in some capacity, even though only two mentioned it as an influence. Two individuals 
discussed their experience as a child growing up along a river that helped to shape their 
understanding of greenways. One of these individuals was particularly expressive about his 
childhood along the river. Personal appreciation for the outdoors influenced the 
understanding of greenways for another member. Last, one of the individuals said that he 
learned of greenways through the greenways committee when he was contacted and asked to 
participate on behalf of his agency. 
For all of the individuals there was change in their understanding of greenways over 
the years. The change was primarily a broadening of what greenways could be and should 
be. For one member the understanding of greenways has been growing for thirty years. 
There was some discussion about the change in language from greenbelt to greenway that has 
occurred. While one of the members spoke of the baggage associated with greenbelt and its 
primary connection to rivers, another preferred the term greenbelt because of the culture and 
meaning associated with the term. It seems these individuals understand their greenway 
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system to be one thing, but also use several words to describe the greenway system. This 
issue led to the creation of the Likert scale type survey presented to the participants at the end 
of the interview. There was a need to see what language the individuals used to understand 
and discuss greenways. 
Attitude and Attitude Change 
The general attitude of the committee members is one of support for greenways. In 
describing their attitudes the committee members talked about greenways being critically 
important and the need to be a part of the basic infrastructure in a community. Some of the 
members elaborated on their attitudes. This elaboration begins to get at the third component 
of attitudes, the cognitive component. For one member, greenways must be continuous. 
Another member expressed concern that greenways are often seen as the only way to protect 
land or resources in Iowa. This is of concern because there can be negative effects on 
wildlife through edge effects caused by the linear corridors. 
Only two of the members felt that they hadn't experienced a change in their attitude 
over time. One member said he had just learned about greenways so not much has changed. 
The other member said he had always appreciated nature so his attitude hasn't changed. He 
went on to say that your values about the outdoors change as you experience the outdoors; 
therefore, in his mind people in urban areas didn't value nature as much as those in rural 
areas because they couldn't experience it. The remainder of the committee members said 
that their attitudes had changed. Mostly the changes were more positive toward greenways. 
Two individuals actually talked about progressions that their attitudes had gone through. For 
one, his attitude has come full circle. He went from thinking of riparian areas as just 
swampland and not useful to seeing their use for flood protection or recreation; his views as 
he states are more holistic now. Another member described how his attitude went from 
knowing greenway areas as throw away areas to desiring these areas; this attitude change was 
in part due to graduate schooling, in the particular theory classes he had taken. One last 
individual talked about how his attitude toward greenways had changed as a result of others 
because they see greenways as a trail or river but not a whole system. He feels that 
greenways need to be about place and how we relate to that place. 
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Greenways and the Individual 
The intent of this section is to get a feel for the committee's more personal views 
towards greenways, specifically how greenways affect them. This included asking them 
about greenways and their agency as well as greenways and their community. The 
individuals were also asked to speak about the greenways in their community and those 
greenways that they find to be exemplary, either in Iowa, nationally, or even internationally. 
Below are the questions asked in this section of the interview. However, during the 
interview, the responses to the first questions blended together. 
• What are the most important issues in your community? 
• What priority do you (your agency) place on existing greenways or the establishment 
of new greenways when compared to these other issues in your community? 
• Do greenways support the planning mission and objectives of your agency? 
• Tell me about the existing and proposed greenways/greenbelts in your community? 
• Are there other greenways projects that you are familiar with that you consider 
exemplary? 
Community Issues, Agency Mission, and Greenways 
The majority of the committee members felt that land use, specifically development, 
was the most important issue in their community. One individual spoke to the poor land use 
decisions and planning in the county that have left only corridors of natural areas in Central 
Iowa. Another stated that there was a need to get a handle on growth and its relationship to 
private property rights. This means that cities will need to learn to say no and consider the 
broader impact of development. For another member, rural sprawl rather than urban 
development was the largest problem. All committee members agreed that greenways are 
critically important in the face of this growth. 
Unfortunately, most of the agencies don't have the funding for acquiring new 
green ways. One of the committee members stated that less than 1 % of the budget was used 
to acquire greenways even though they are a potential solution for unplanned growth. 
Another stated that greenway (trail) acquisition was 3rd or 4th on the list of priorities for the 
city, but there is no money for restoration. Only one of the agency directors spoke to a high 
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priority for greenways, stating that almost $7 million dollars has been used for trail 
acquisition since he has been at the agency. Most of the agencies stated that their limited 
budgets were primarily used for maintenance of existing areas and staff salaries. 
Two of the committee members talked about the livability within the community as 
an issue of importance. Characteristics of a livable community include low crime, low 
traffic, sufficient recreation and good schools. Greenways are a part of this issue for both of 
the members. One stated that greenways add livability to the community through recreation 
and giving the youth something to do. The other member talked about how schools should 
take advantage of the education that greenways can provide. Greenways also provide a 
transportation alternative, which can help with traffic. Tied to livability, another committee 
member talked about the non-utilization of rivers. This member felt that downtown Des 
Moines could benefit from revitalization and better utilization of the river. This member also 
felt that trails could be part of the solution to revitalize downtown and cited the San Antonio 
Riverwalk as an example. 
The last issue to be discussed by the committee members was lack of leadership in 
Central Iowa. According to one of the committee members, there is lack of foresight on the 
part of the leaders. They tend to be reactionary rather than visionary. This ties into what 
another member felt about a lack of political will in Central Iowa. There is also a lack of 
planning and no central planning agency because people are afraid of it, according to another 
member. 
Only two of the members were specific about their agency's mission in relation to 
greenways. They both felt that greenways met the agency's objectives. One of the members 
spoke about the use of restoration as supporting the agency's mission to protect corridors. 
Playgrounds or picnic areas in the greenways also support the recreation mission of the 
agency. 
Community Greenways 
The committee was asked about local greenways in order to gain familiarity with 
greenways in the study area. Very little discussion was associated with this question. Table 1 
lists these local greenways that are part/will be part of the regional greenway system when it 
is complete. 
Table 1. Local greenways as named by the 
CIG Committee 
Local Community Greenways 
Skunk River Greenbelt 
Indian Creek Greenbelt 
Great Western Trail 
Spur between Indianola and Carlisle 
Chichaqua Bottoms 
Chichaqua Valley Trail 
Raccoon River Greenbelt 
Des Moines River Greenbelt 
Four Mile Creek Greenway Trail 
Jordan River Greenbelt 
Water Works Park 
Heart of Iowa Trail 
Exemplary Greenway Examples 
46 
When asked to give the names of exemplary greenway examples, the committee 
members gave green ways from Iowa, nationally, and internationally (See Table 2). Along 
with the examples, they were asked to provide the reasons that make these greenways 
exemplary. The Iowa River Greenbelt was listed by two of the committee members. This 
trail was created by WRP and CRP funds and it is very nature oriented. The area is more of a 
wildlife area rather than a trail. The Cedar Valley Lakes Trail Network in Black Hawk 
County was also mentioned twice. The Davenport parks were mentioned because they have 
an independent taxing authority, which the committee member felt was important and should 
be emulated by the CIG. Pleasant Hill was mentioned for its green streets. The Des Moines 
River Greenbelt was mentioned because of its federally mandated status, however it was felt 
by the committee members that little has been done with the greenbelt. The River's Edge 
Trail in Sioux City was also mentioned. 
Nationally, the Chain of Lakes in Minnesota was mentioned. According to the 
committee member it instilled a sense of pride, but this was not necessarily due to the natural 
areas. The San Antonio Riverwalk was mentioned because of helping create a sense of 
health for the city. Virginia and West Virginia were mentioned for their outstanding canal 
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systems, even though this couldn't be applied to Central Iowa. Vermont was mentioned 
because of the citizen participation in creating several trails. The Los Angeles River 
Channel, Denver, and Indianapolis were also mentioned. One of the committee members 
stated very plainly that these models were protected in much the same ways as those in 
Central Iowa, but each of the greenways face( d) a different roadblock. Funding and 
landowner attitudes are the most common roadblocks. For the CIG Framework Plan, its 
large scope may be its roadblock because it tries to be everything to everyone. 
The Ground Round in Germany was given as an international greenway. The 
committee member felt that the federal mandate of the greenway was an important asset. As 
well, the thought given to connections and the importance of greenways in planning is 
superior to the planning in Central Iowa. This is something the committee is trying to 
change. 
Table 2. Exemplary greenway examples as noted by the 
CIG Committee 
Greenway 
Cedar Valley Lakes Trail Network 
Iowa River Greenbelt 
Des Moines River Greenbelt 
San Antonio Riverwalk 
Chain of Lakes in Minneapolis, MN 
Heritage Trail 
New England Model 
European Models 
Emerald Necklace 
Ground Round, Germany 
Charlotte, NC 
Canals in Virginia and West Virginia 




Los Angles River Channel 
Green Streets in Pleasant Hill, IA 























Greenway Planning. Involvement and Implementation 
Greenways are critically important but unless they are implemented in a regional 
system as proposed by the CIG Framework Plan their value is limited. This means that it is 
necessary to understand implementation approaches and strategies. This section of the 
interview was to understand the experience these committee members had in implementing 
greenways. They were then asked about the planning approach they favored. There was an 
interest in understanding if the planning approaches between the individuals were similar and 
if they were compatible; specifically, if they could work together in the larger greenway 
system that was planned. The last set of questions in this section dealt with implementation 
of greenways including funding and education. The following questions were asked of the 
committee members: 
• Could you please describe your efforts, either in your community, or elsewhere to 
implement a new greenway or strengthen an existing greenway? 
• What type of planning approach do you favor for creating or improving an existing 
green way? 
• What are the possible funding mechanisms for greenways? 
• What is the potential for education related to the greenway? 
• What do you think is most important to find out from the citizens in your community 
about greenways? 
Experience in Implementing Greenways 
The efforts in implementing greenways were primarily located in Iowa with the one 
exception of North Carolina. The committee members have been involved with the Skunk 
River Greenbelt, Iowa River Greenbelt, Raccoon River Greenbelt, and the Shell Rock Trail 
as well as local trails and greenways. One individual had been involved with greenways as 
part of a master's thesis. 
Planning Approach 
There were three basic planning approaches that the committee members favored -
regulatory, resource/landscape based, and citizen participation based. There was no clear 
approach favored, but most committee members discussed a combination of these 
approaches. In terms of regulation, there were different levels of support for it as well as 
different suggestions on how regulation could be used. There was a call to have mandates to 
49 
protect the land, to use a regional perspective, and a statewide initiative similar to the one in 
Rhode Island. Every county should be mandated to have a plan that would include 
greenways according to one committee member. A possible way of planning, according to 
one member, is through park districts. Another committee member said that the planning 
process is mandated by the city. The process is a twelve-step process that includes a concept, 
analysis, involvement by neighborhood associations, the parks board, and City Council. This 
regulatory approach actually includes some of the concepts from the public participation 
models. 
Although not a regulatory approach per say, two committee members described an 
internal method for greenways planning. The internal approach would include a private 
initiative to protect and purchase land. Although one committee member felt this approach 
was better in the long run, it doesn't work when large amounts of money are needed. There 
would need to be a focused effort on the part of the CIG Committee in order to make this 
internal approach happen. 
There was input by a few of the members that a landscape based planning approach 
was needed. This would include consideration being given to the natural and physical 
features of the land, responses to the grid, transportation, and connections within the 
landscape. One committee member stated that the environmental corridor would need to be 
protected at the very minimum. The use of a regional system is preferred and could include 
private and public ownership as long as there is a management plan for the greenway. 
Abandoned railroads would likely be a part of this physical system as well according to 
another committee member. 
The last planning approach described by the committee members includes public 
participation. As one of the members stated, there must be grass-roots level support. 
Another echoed this by stating that planning must be based on public attitude (followed by 
regulation). There is a need to utilize public involvement; however, this approach may yield 
negative reactions from some of the public and rapid land purchase by developers, which 
prevents public purchase of the land. This is especially the case in rural areas. The bottom 
line, according to one of the committee members, was that individual organizations shouldn't 
be making decisions, but instead the stakeholders need to be making the decisions 
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collectively. People must be invited to participate even if they have better things to do with 
their time as they may see it. It is important when planning for greenways to think about the 
impact of the plan on those around you. Following the comments of the committee, it seems 
that these last statements sum up what they were trying to accomplish with the in depth 
planning process that was undertaken and includes public participation. 
Funding Greenways 
Grants were by far the most favored means to fund greenways with all but one of the 
committee members discussing the use of them (See Table 3). REAP, DOT, and EPA grants 
were specifically listed. The key with the federal grants, according to· one of the committee 
members is to focus the money in a large region. Vision Iowa was given as another funding 
possibility. Two committee members mentioned use of the lottery, even though it is no 
longer available for use in Iowa; one of the committee members talked about the successful 
use of the lottery in Colorado. 
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Regulation was mentioned by half of the committee members as a means to fund 
greenways. The regulation ranged from specific funding legislation to condemnation. 
Parkland dedication was discussed as a successful way to fund greenways in the face of 
development. Last in terms of regulation, the creation of park districts was mentioned. 
Private sources including donation by landowners were also suggested. Major 
fundraising was listed a possibility. This money could be used to purchase land. The last 
means for funding greenways that was mentioned was taxes. There was a split between the 
two committee members discussing property taxes. One was in favor of property taxes while 
the other was not. 
Getting the Word Out About Greenways 
The question posed to the committee was about education. Their responses were both 
about getting the word out and about environmental education; they were separated so the 
results would be consistent with the participant responses. The committee members felt that 
education about the plan needed to occur with the public in order for it to be implemented, 
although the education would be onsite with interested individuals once the greenways were 
implemented, indicating a need for environmental education models. Several of the members 
spoke about giving presentations to local groups to disseminate the plan including Rotary, 
Lions, Metro Women, and 1000 Friends of Iowa. One committee member discussed the link 
with 1000 Friends of Iowa suggesting that this would lead the plan in the direction of growth 
management and that the committee made a conscious decision not to address growth in the 
greenway plan. Another member mentioned that the education should be for those that live 
along the green ways to help give them a better appreciation of the environment, indicating 
that people protect what they like. Last, one committee member expressed the need to get 
the word out to a broad audience, but noted that effort should be concentrated on policy 
makers, city councils, and developers. 
Who would be responsible for this education was a question that had many answers. 
One member felt that there should be a central coordinating agency responsible for the 
education. Unfortunately, another member discussed how hiring someone to inform the 
public about the plan would be very expensive. Still another committee member felt that it 
was the CIG Committee's responsibility to educate the public. One last committee member 
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was a bit more pessimistic and stated that the truth was that only a handful of people really 
cared and those that did would be the only ones to get involved with the greenways. The 
committee members mentioned newspapers and other media such as TV could be used to 
disseminate materials about the plan in addition to the presentations to groups mentioned 
above. 
Environmental Education 
Two of the committee members specifically indicated that there needed to be onsite 
interpretation of greenways to the public. Others just talked about a need for experiential or 
on-site education. The interpretation should include reconnecting the people with the 
environment and about the place. There should be a philosophy of life taught. The 
experience should be pleasant and not include too many signs according to one member. 
This will help the greenways gain support. This type of education is the responsibility of the 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources, County Conservation Boards, Corps of Engineers, 
Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation, Audubon Society, Des Moines Botanical Center, Des 
Moines Science Center, and schools according to the committee members. One member said 
that schools were the easy answer but there should be a curriculum developed that would 
look at water quality and rivers as well. This committee member indicated that an ecosystem 
model was already being used in the local schools. Although five of the committee members 
mentioned schools, one of these members said it was also the responsibility of the citizens, 
especially the parents and grandparents, to take the message home. 
What to Learn from Participant Interviews 
Below is the list of questions that the CIG Committee felt were important to learn 
from the citizens of Central Iowa. Most of these questions were addressed in the interviews 
with the participants in some way: 
• What do people value and what are their priorities? 
• How do we deal with people's fears of cost? 
• What is the vision or consensus of greenways in Central Iowa? 
• Will the citizens support the greenway with their checkbook? 
• How will the citizens use the area? 
• How does the committee educate people about greenways? 
• What are the issues that concern people? 
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• Why did people attend the meetings? 
• What is the level of understanding, support, and use of greenways? 
Central Iowa Greenway Framework Plan 
The critical component of information from the CIG Committee was to learn as much 
about the greenway framework plan as possible, including the process that was undertaken to 
accomplish the plan. This included a section on how satisfied the committee was with the 
plan. The following questions were used to obtain responses from the committee members 
about the plan. For the purposes of summarizing the responses for the results, some of the 
answers to these questions were combined: 
• Describe for me how the greenways in your community fit into the goals, missions, 
and benefits of the CIG Framework Plan. 
• Does the CIG Framework Plan meet your vision of what a greenway is or should be, 
and why or why not? 
• Does the Central Iowa Green ways Plan meet the needs of the citizens in your 
community why or why not? 
• Can you tell me about the process that was undertaken to develop the Central Iowa 
Greenways Framework Plan? 
• Rate your satisfaction with the CIG Plan on a scale of 1 - 100 (1 not satisfied, 100 
satisfied). 
There was an interest in learning specifically what the committee felt the weaknesses of the 
plan were in order to find information from the citizens of Central Iowa that would help 
strengthen the plan. As well, a goal was to learn about the planning process and whether or 
not it produced a satisfactory plan. 
CJG Framework Plan and Community Vision 
Each of the committee members had a slightly different view of how the framework 
plan fits into the larger community vision and needs. This is likely in part due to the 
committee members' personal biases of not only what the community needs but how they 
view the plan as well. There was agreement by all of the members that the plan was for the 
people, indicating that greenways were for the people. One member was specific to say that 
the counties have the pieces that actually make up the plan, but it was the plan that put these 
pieces all together. Another member believed that the plan shows the public the big picture of 
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their environment, while for yet another it helps the citizens meet Aldo Leopold's Land 
Ethic. The plan helps the communities see a vision of connected greenways and how these 
greenways fit into the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). 
Additionally, once the greenways plan is implemented, the community will be able to attract 
businesses according to one member that indicated businesses locate in attractive 
communities. Greenways do this plus provide recreation and education for kids since 
greenways connect the community to parks and schools. 
Several of the committee members indicated that while the plan is for the people, it is 
also a tool to be used to bring greenways into the community. It is a plan that the committee 
didn't previously have. The committee will need to find a way to promote their plan and 
bring it to the planning and zoning commissions, city councils, and boards of supervisors 
according to two of the members. Last, one committee member indicated that the plan was a 
good place to start but it wasn't detailed enough. The plan will need to be part of all local 
comprehensive plans in order to be successful. 
CJG Framework Plan Process 
The process for developing the framework plan was intended to be a participatory 
process with the stakeholders that were identified in each county. But according to the 
committee members the actual process turned out to be a little different than anticipated. 
One committee member indicated that the actual greenways planning process began about six 
years ago and brought together the cities and counties plus the Iowa Natural Heritage 
Foundation. The actual development of the framework plan was later in the process. There 
was very little participation or turn out at the series of public meetings according to six of the 
committee members. Story County has the best participation followed by Polk and Dallas 
being about equal. Warren County had the least amount of participation according to one 
member. 
One member indicated that the committee was not involved enough in the process. 
They needed to understand how people appreciate greenways and become part of them. 
Instead of learning about the area, the plan ended up being a recipe for greenways. Further, 
not enough greenway models were studied, including those that were more ecologically 
based, before creating the plan. Along these same lines another committee member indicated 
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that the process was too long and people were probably wondering where the project had 
gone. Still, this member felt that the process got people thinking about green ways. 
Finally, some general comments about greenway planning were made by some of the 
members. Although unhappy with the turnout at the meetings, one member was happy that 
the public meeting workshop on the greenways coincided time wise with the county's land 
use development process. Another felt that there has to be a Joan of Arc or crusader for 
greenways in Iowa in order to make their implementation easier. Further, it is always easier 
to implement greenways before any development has occurred. Last, the CIG Framework 
Plan must be meshed with implementation strategies in order to be useful. 
CIG Framework Plan Rating 
The average score given to the CIG Framework Plan by the committee members was 
a 70 out of 100 points possible. The scores ranged from 83 to 50. The committee gave both 
strengths and weakness of the plan, but gave far more weaknesses than strengths. A couple 
of the members indicated that the plan was a good start, especially since this is the first time 
a regional greenways system has been set up in Iowa. Another committee member felt the 
plan's strength was its comprehensiveness and the fact that it connects people. It will 
ultimately be the people that must make a political commitment to the plan and get 
greenways implemented. The fact that the cities and counties came together to create the 
plan was a strength that another committee member saw. Finally, one committee member 
was pleased that the plan called for setting up a greenways commission. 
Comments received about the weaknesses of the plan were varied. One member felt 
that overall the plan wasn't groundbreaking in any way, but also admitted that there should 
have been more personal involvement by the committee. Another member said that the 
consultant needed to facilitate the meetings better in order to get more involvement / 
information from the committee members. It was this committee member's opinion that each 
of the committee members could have added much more to the quality of the plan including 
spending more time working on the goals and implementation strategies of the plan. This 
committee member also recognized that the consultant shouldn't have been relied on to 
complete everything. 
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Adding to the weakness of the plan were errors, missing elements, and inadequate 
sections. The funding / finance section was found to be lacking by two of the committee 
members. It was the only weakness brought up by more than one committee member. One 
committee member was upset that there wasn't a community audit in the plan. The 
community audit would have compared success stories in other areas to resources available 
in Central Iowa. Another member was concerned about the numerous errors in the maps that 
were provided with the framework plan, but was happy to see that the maps were produced in 
Arc View making their editing easier to complete. 
There were some general cautions set forth by the members about the plan. First, it is 
young. It needs to be in the hands of the people, essentially become a working document 
with their input. Second, the cities and counties have different roles to play in the plan. 
While the city is more about recreation, the county will end up focusing more on natural area 
preservation with greenways. 
Participant Responses 
General Information 
There were twenty-six actual interviews conducted out of the possible twenty-seven 
identified meeting participants. The twenty-seventh person could not be reached after several 
tries. Of those interviewed, fourteen were from Story County, eight from Polk County, three 
from Dallas County, and one from Warren County. This sample was representative of the 
individuals that were 1. invited to attend the meetings and 2. attended the meetings as 
discussed in the methods section. Fourteen of the individuals were from urban areas while 
twelve were from rural areas or communities. Rural communities included two growing 
exburbs of Des Moines and six communities ofless than 5,000. Two individuals were in 
rural areas while two more were rural landowners near adjacent larger communities. 
Information on these characteristics can be found in Table 4. 
As described in the general information about the committee members, the 
information that was obtained from the participants in the interviews was similar to the 
committee members. The most notable differences were in the interviews sections about 
greenways and the individual and the CIG framework plan and planning process. The 
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participant responses to the section on greenways and the individual were to gauge the value 
they placed on greenways compared to other issues in the community. The section on the 
framework plan was intended to find out if the participants learned anything from the 
meetings as well as why they attended the meetings. 
Table 4. General characteristics of the participants interviewed 
Changes in Prior Willingness 
Rural/ Greenway Attitude Toward Education/ Knowledge of to Help With 
County urban User Green ways Profession Green ways CIG 
pl Polk Urban No No Planner No No 
p2 Polk Urban No No Astronomer No Yes 
p3 Polk Urban Yes Yes Naturalist Yes Yes 
p4 Polk Rural Yes Yes Fanner Somewhat Yes 
p5 Polk Rural Yes Yes Botanist/Naturalist Yes Yes 
p6 Polk Urban Yes Yes State of Iowa Yes Yes 
p7 Polk Urban No Yes Geographer/Planner Yes Yes 
p8 Story Rurai2 Yes No Biology Teacher Yes No 
p9 Story RuraI2 Yes No DOT Yes Yes 
plO Story Rural1 Yes Yes Engineer Yes Yes 
pll Story Urban Yes No Planner Yes Yes 
p12 Story Urban Yes Yes Resource Manager No No 
p13 Story RuraI2 Yes No DOT Yes No 
pl4 Story Urban Yes No Wildlife Biologist Yes Yes 
p15 Story Urban Yes Yes Unkown No Yes 
p16 Dallas Rural2 No Yes Banker No Yes 
p17 Polk Urban Yes No Biology Teacher Yes No 
pl8 Story Urban No No Planner/La Yes No 
pl9 Story Rural1 No Yes Unkown Yes Yes 
p20 Story Urban Yes No Biology/Librarian Yes Yes 
p21 Dallas Rural' Yes Yes Public Relations No Yes 
p22 Story Urban Yes Yes Engineer Yes Yes 
p23 Story Urban Yes Yes Microbiologist No Yes 
p24 Dallas Rural2 Yes Yes Veterinarian Yes Yes 
p25 Story Rural2 Yes Yes Mayor No No 
226 Warren Rural3 Yes Yes Parks D92artment Yes Yes 
1 There are three classifications in the rural category 
1landowner 
2small town 
3 growing suburb 
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Understanding Greenways 
As discussed earlier in the comments by the committee members, there is a need to 
understand in-depth what the citizens think about greenways and how or if they are 
incorporated into these individuals daily lives. The first section of the participant interviews 
then was to learn just what the individuals understood greenways to be, any changes in their 
understanding over time, and concerns they had related to greenways. The following 
questions were used to get this information: 
• Please describe to me, what a greenway is for you? 
• Could you describe the purposes/benefits of a greenway? 
• What sources of information or personal experiences have helped shape your 
understanding (knowledge) of green ways? 
• Do you use greenways? 
• Do you believe greenways as you have defined them are good for Central Iowa? 
• Has your attitude towards greenways changed over time? 
• Do you have any concerns related to greenways? 
Greenway Definition 
Greenways are many things to many people. This section will explore the main 
definitions given by the individuals during the interviews. Twelve of the individuals 
interviewed defined greenways as an open space, park, parklike, or natural area. Some of the 
individuals thought these areas provided people with access to natural resources, while 
another noted that not all of these areas should be accessible to the public. Other individuals 
went on to be more specific about these areas. Thirteen individuals listed forests, timber, 
wetlands, prairies, as well as floodplains as characteristics of greenways. One individual 
pointed out that the vegetation should be native while another noted the restoration of 
corridors would be needed to form greenways. Accompanied by the acknowledgement that 
greenways are for plants and plant migration, nine individuals identified greenways as 
wildlife areas or movement corridors. 
Often greenways were defined by their protection of the environment. This included 
protection from erosion, buffers for pollutants, flood retention, water infiltration and 
drainage. Buffers were the most common environmental protection mentioned with four 
individuals bringing up the issue. Education and environmental awareness were discussed by 
two of the individuals as something greenways can help accomplish. Often coinciding with 
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the discussion of natural resource protection, there were several individuals that specifically 
addressed the development of greenways. Four individuals felt greenways were areas with 
no development. Instead they helped to soften the city or balance the other urban land uses. 
The results were mixed in terms of agriculture. Two individuals believed that agriculture 
was not acceptable, but two felt that agriculture was ok. 
Greenways, as connectors, was the prevailing definition of greenways; thirteen 
individuals mentioned that greenways are connectors. Interestingly, the purpose and function 
of the greenways as a connector between the individuals vary. For some individuals 
greenways tie together natural areas such as prairies and wetlands. Others believe that 
greenways connect fragmented landscapes and ecosystems. Still others define greenways as 
linking parks or public spaces. One individual noted that greenways connect "us" to our past 
and to cultural elements. On the other hand, one individual felt that greenways were actually 
areas that served as boundaries between urban areas and agricultural areas, which is contrary 
to the notion of greenways as connectors. 
Recreation was another common element of greenways with eleven individuals 
speaking to recreation. Only a couple of individuals mentioned specific types of recreation 
such as hiking, biking, or cross county skiing. Trails, specifically bike trails were commonly 
mentioned as part of the greenway definition. Although one individual was quite clear to 
point out that greenways weren't just trails. 
The location of greenways along rivers and streams was quite commonly cited during 
the interviews. Some believe the greenways to be along rivers while others stated that the 
greenways are the rivers and streams. This is a slight difference in the definition but it is still 
an important distinction. Additionally, the greenways were often described as linear 
corridors or long narrow areas. Although rivers and streams were the most common feature 
that defines greenways, individuals identified other linear features such as railroads, ridges or 
roads. Railroads were an acceptable means for establishing greenways but roads were 
arguable to the participants. One individual said that greenways could be highways because 
they are linear. Another felt that greenways were scenic roadways. However the roads 
should be gravel roads with overhanging trees that preserve scenic quality. This is in contrast 
to the nationally established scenic byways program. The notion that greenways can be 
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roads, railroads, and trails is the reason that two of the individuals felt that greenways are 
transportation alternatives or way to get around the city without an automobile. This was not 
a commonly held definition by the participants. 
Benefits of Green ways 
The benefits of greenways were described by some individuals in their definitions, so 
there are some similarities between the benefits described here and the definitions given by 
some individuals above. The benefits that people listed can be broken up into human 
benefits and environmental benefits which can also benefit humans. There were a series of 
environmental benefits listed by fifteen individuals. Wildlife was the primary environmental 
benefit being named by thirteen people. Mostly the individuals just mentioned wildlife while 
two specifically indicated that greenways provide the wildlife a corridor for movement. A 
few individuals mentioned plants as another benefit, one person indicated that greenways 
provide corridors for plant movement. Water quality, air quality, reduction of CO2, 
protection of rare areas, soil conservation, and a place for ecological restoration were also 
mentioned. One individual noted that greenways are something natural in an unnatural 
landscape. 
The issue of environmental benefits was strengthened in many of the interviews by 
the presence of development. Greenways for many individuals are not to be built in. Instead 
they provide open space in sprawling urban areas. One individual felt that greenways 
provide a balance of land uses in urban areas. For some individuals the greenways provide 
and preserve a rural atmosphere that is being destroyed by development. The sentiment of 
those discussing development seemed to be that greenways provide benefits because 
development is destroying so much of the natural and in some instances community assets 
such as beauty, safety, and overall quality oflife. Thus, greenways are not only providing 
environmental benefits but social ones as well. 
Different social benefits were given by sixteen of the individuals interviewed. The 
most often mentioned benefit was aesthetics or beauty, which was brought up eight times. 
People mentioned that greenways were a place to come in contact with nature and get away 
from the city. They offer a break from the city landscape and soften the concrete. This, for 
some individuals, provides a serene place for relaxation and meditation. Greenways are a 
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safe place for children to play and off er opportunities for education including natural heritage 
or site history. One individual listed Four Mile Creek as a place that still contained artifacts 
that could be used to teach people about the pioneers. Another individual felt that greenways 
create a sense of pride in people. The range of answers given here relate nicely to the 
essence of quality of life that some people mentioned as a benefit of greenways. 
Interestingly, only three people specifically listed quality of life during the direct questioning 
on benefits of greenways, however, quality of life was discussed in many of the interviews in 
the different questions. 
Other benefits that relate to the human benefits included recreation, transportation, 
and economic benefits. Recreation was mentioned by eight individuals as a benefit of 
greenways. Bird watching, bike riding, and walking were also mentioned. Transportation 
was mentioned by four individuals with one individual specifically mentioning that 
greenways provide transportation between activity nodes. Economically, greenways were 
believed to provide higher property values and help residents sell their homes when located 
near greenways. Tourism was also mentioned as an economic benefit of greenways. 
When the participants were specifically asked if they individually benefit from 
greenways there was little distinction between these benefits and the more general 
community benefits of greenways. The responses received from this question related to the 
individuals' use of the greenway to bike, get outside (away from the city rush), and to see 
wildlife even though the wildlife can sometimes be a nuisance in the backyard. One 
individual stated that he personally benefited from greenways because greenways protected 
natural areas and also attracted people and money through development near greenways. 
Understanding Greenways 
The ways in which people came to understand greenways varies greatly. In several 
cases there wasn't one single thing that led to the individual's understanding but two or three. 
Having some association with a group or life experience beyond childhood had the largest 
number of responses with thirteen. Some examples include involvement with the local 
county conservation board, Iowa Parks and Recreation Association, Iowa Natural Heritage 
Foundation, trail associations and local planning and zoning commissions. Others had 
interest in forests, biking, conservation, and hunting which brought them into contact with 
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greenways at different points in their lives. A couple of individuals had been involved in 
GAP. Another indicated that simply the presence of greenways and the ability to recreate in 
them helped inform her of greenways, while another lives next to a greenway. The greenway 
is an area being restored and this has helped teach this individual about greenways. Lastly, 
one individual indicated that friends involved in conservation and trails had helped her learn 
of greenways. This act demonstrates the value of word of mouth in helping people 
understand any topic but in this case greenways. 
Three individuals indicated that books on conservation, popular literature, and case 
studies were tools that had helped them learn about greenways. One individual had seen a 
video about greenways; the video was produced in Maryland. Another individual felt that 
learning to interpret aerial photos was an important act in her understanding of greenways. 
The aerial photos helped her to see beyond a couple of blocks, instead, taking a more 
regional or at least neighborhood perspective of the landscape and in this case greenways. 
For seven of the individuals, growing up near a stream (greenway) or parental 
influences helped shape their understanding of greenways. Often the individuals grew up on 
a farm with a small stream running through it or river nearby. These individuals spoke of 
their parents as preservationists or conservationists. They talked to the conservation 
practices such as crop rotation and organic farming that their parents performed. A range of 
rivers were mentioned as the homes of these individuals during childhood - Skunk River, 
Iowa River, and Wapsipinicon River. By living near the river, one individual noted that he 
had a chance to study, observe, and understand the river. For another individual the 
woodland that he grew up on shaped his understanding of what greenways should be. 
Education and professional careers are another large source of information and 
education for the individuals in this case study. Ten individuals indicated that education and 
or their career had helped them to understand greenways. The education training ranged 
from ecology/biology to landscape architecture to engineering. One of the individuals 
quoted the 1991 !STEA legislation that he encountered in his job as his source of 
understanding about greenways. Another was informed about greenways during the master 
planning process that the community he worked in undertook. The consultant that prepared 
the master plan was the same consultant that completed the Central Iowa Greenways 
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Framework Plan. One individual talked about working with flood plans in his job as a source 
of understanding about greenways. Evident in the interviews, the training that these 
individuals received very much influenced what they perceived a greenway to be and the 
importance of the greenways for the community in which they lived. The landscape 
architects tended to focus more on trails, while one of the engineers used greenways to store 
water. The ecologists and biologists tended to focus more on biodiversity and fragmentation 
as well as restoration and watershed scale projects. 
Eight individuals indicated that the meetings they attended on the Central Iowa 
Greenways Project taught them about greenways or they received at least some of their 
information from these meetings. Interestingly, of these eight responses, five indicated that 
they had known the concept of greenways before the meetings. They had just never called 
them greenways. These five individuals had either grown up in a woodland or been involved 
in a conservation group of some sort. 
Greenway Use 
Of the twenty-six people interviewed twenty of the individuals indicated that they 
used greenways in some way (See Table 4). The use of greenways ranged from education to 
hiking to hunting to bird watching. One individual, an engineer, indicated that the greenway 
was used to convey water. Two individuals indicated that they used park areas while nine 
indicated trail use for hiking or bicycling. Of the individuals that indicated that they didn't 
use green ways the reasons ranged from being a landowner to en joying other types of 
recreation to defining greenways differently. For instance, one individual indicated using 
trails but didn't believe trails to be greenways. 
Attitude and Attitude Change 
With the exception of one individual, all of the people interviewed believed that 
greenways were good for Central Iowa (See Table 4). The one individual didn't say they 
were bad but felt that they were too crowded and weren't a place that she used or supported 
to any great extent. The remainder of the participants felt that greenways were not only good 
but many felt essential as well. The reasons why people felt that greenways were good 
varied widely. Water quality, quality of life, lack of natural areas, recreation, connecting 
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people to the landscape, wildlife, and attracting people to Iowa were all mentioned more than 
once as reason why greenways are good. Other responses included aesthetics, protection of 
wetlands and woodlands, remembering Iowa's heritage, fragmentation, helping solve 
problems with development and bird habitat, psychological benefits, and filtering pollutants. 
One individual felt that even if people don't actively use greenways they are still at ease by 
just knowing that some nature exists. In mentioning the goodness of greenways, some 
individuals ( about half) also discussed the ownership of green ways. Most of these responses 
felt that greenways should be both private and public but four respondents indicated that 
greenways should be completely public. 
Sixteen of the individuals responded that their attitude toward greenways had 
changed. Most of the individuals identified that they were advocates for greenways before 
but that their attitudes have strengthened about the need to protect and have greenways. 
There was a range of reasons why people's attitudes were stronger. Four felt that education, 
simply more information, about greenways and environmental impacts augmented their 
attitudes. They know more now and their definition of greenways has been clarified, 
therefore their attitudes are stronger. One individual felt that the second law of 
thermodynamics was especially important to him as something that changed his attitude 
toward conservation thus greenways. For others, getting older has had an impact on their 
attitudes. They are more aware of what has happened to their environment, or in one 
individual's words, she cares more. Others cited development and the fast paced society we 
live in as reasons their attitudes have strengthened. One individual simply felt that 
personality had a lot to do with her attitude and the attitude of those around her. She 
indicated that her brother, having had the same influences as her as a child, is very wasteful. 
Concerns Related to Greenways 
With the exception of one individual that believed that the existing natural areas 
should be protected before any greenways be created, a majority of the responding 
individuals felt that there is an urgent need to protect as much through greenways as possible 
(See Table 5). The general consensus is that many natural or greenway areas are being lost 
to urbanization and development at an alarming rate. Five individuals spoke specifically to 
the urgency of the issue, indicating the need to move quickly before it is too late. If action is 
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not taken now there may not be another chance. Five others spoke to the individual 
resources that are being lost like woodlands, cultural areas, and water quality. Fragmentation 
of these resources was a concern of these individuals. 
Others had concerns that were related more specifically to the trail. They were 
concerned about trash, traffic, or crime on the trail such as vandalism or meth labs. One 
individual had sympathies toward the landowner with regard to privacy that might be 
invaded by the noise and traffic on the trail. Another individual was concerned about the 
placement of trails in greenways. He cited an example where an ill placed trail destroyed the 
natural area that it was put in. He felt that greenways should be natural areas first and 
recreation areas second. The remainder of the concerns related to maintenance. There must 
be maintenance on the trails or else they can become nuisances, which defeats the purpose of 
why they are put in. One individual expressed concern that people still have a lot to learn 
about protecting greenways without causing damage to them. He sited golf course 
management as an example. 
How greenways are implemented and funded was a concern for some of the other 
respondents. There was concern of how the greenways could be financed and who will be 
responsible for them. Another individual felt that there should be more incentives for private 
development of greenways while at the same time a level of state support is needed to fund 
the greenways. He felt that ultimately the legislature would have to be involved to help with 
funding. At the same time another individual responded that more conservation easements 
must be used to implement greenways. Once the greenways are protected one individual was 
concerned about the balance of access. On one hand he wanted to make sure that the water 
quality and the resources in the greenways are protected but at the same time there is a need 
to use the sand and gravel contained near the streams and rivers. These concerns begin to 
touch only the tip of the questions about funding and implementation that were addressed 
later in the interviews. 
The last issues of concern for the individuals related to attitudes about greenways and 
the political backing in the counties. Four individuals were concerned that the general public 
didn't have a good understanding of greenways and what they could provide. Further there 
are negative attitudes about too much public land and the ever-present NIMBY syndrome. 
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Two individuals were concerned about the lack of political backing for greenways or 
conservation of natural areas in general. One individual was concerned that greenway 
designations would become political fights over private property destroying the possibility of 
greenways being implemented. 
Table 5. Participants concerns related to greenways 
Concerns 
Protection of Greenways Without Damage 
Establishing Greenways Before it is Too Late 
Loss of Natural Areas 
Lack of Understanding About Greenways 
Financing Greenways 
Loss of Cultural Resources 
Management of Greenways 
Crime/Meth Labs on Greenways 
Sympathy for the Landowner 
Loss of Woodlands 
Not Enough Conservation Easements 
Too Many Trails Degrading Greenway Quality 
Not Enough Greenways 
Small Scale of Greenways Implementation 
Traffic on Greenways 
Trash on Greenways 
Not Enough Focus on Ecology 




























While the earlier section of the interviews focused on the understanding the 
individuals had about greenways including definitions, benefits, and concerns, this section of 
the interviews focused on what greenways meant to the individuals. The individuals were 
asked about community issues and personal values and if greenways related to these two 
topics at all. They were also asked to identify an exemplary greenway as well as what 
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community organizations they belonged to. Below are the questions used to obtain this 
information. Some of the questions were combined for the results presented in this section: 
• What are the most important issues in your community at the present? 
• Can you prioritize these issues, including greenways? 
• Earlier you identified the benefits of greenways, can you identify the 2-3 most 
important benefits in your community? 
• Do you see any direct benefits of greenways to you? 
• We've talked about issues in your community, but what do you value the most in 
your community? 
• Are these values related to greenways? 
• Can you give me an example of what you perceive to be an exemplary greenway in 
your county, in Iowa, or elsewhere? 
• Could you please identify what organizations you belong to where you might inform 
others about greenways? 
The purpose of asking these questions was to help the committee focus their efforts 
when dealing with community issues as they relate to greenways. Second, the questions 
were intended to help the CIG Committee members set up a network on individuals involved 
in the community that could help promote the plan. 
Community Issues and Greenways 
The community issues were quite often associated with development, growth, or lack 
of planning. Eighteen of the twenty-six participants commented on growth issues (See Table 
6). While most of the comments were attacking growth, a couple of the individuals spoke 
pro-actively toward growth. They called for wise siting of growth and a need to balance the 
type of growth from primarily residential to a mix of commercial, industrial, and residential 
in order to benefit the community tax base. The remainder of the individuals talked about a 
great deal of sprawl and unhindered growth, particularly to the west of Des Moines. There is 
concern that areas are growing too fast to keep up with the level of services demanded, such 
as recreation. A couple of individuals were concerned about the proposed mall for West Des 
Moines and development in the floodplains, which is associated with increased flooding. 
This ties into the concerns that others had for keeping development downtown and near the 
core of the communities. All of these concerns relate to where growth is allowed to occur 
and who decides. One individual felt that the city was unwilling to manage its growth. 
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The management of growth is related to planning and the ability of a community to 
define itself. Individuals were concerned that there was a lack of planning and no 
community vision. One individual in particular felt that his community couldn't decide ifit 
wanted to be a small town or big city and this greatly impacted how it managed growth. 
Individuals noted that the cities must develop long range planning strategies that look at the 
whole picture rather than continuing to put out fires. Once these long-range plans are 
developed the cities must grow in accordance with them. The plans will inevitably lead to a 
tradeoffbetween the land (environment) and economics. The two-mile radius around cities 
( extraterritorial jurisdiction) is an important tool that must be recognized by both the cities 
and counties in their planning processes. 
One individual noted that this type of unplanned development is contrary to 
greenways. Others had equally bleak comments with regards to greenways, indicating that 
greenways are a solution for these problems but the cities don't have proper means for 
acquiring the greenway areas. Another felt that while the community was generally against 
growth it was hard to justify greenways when they are competing against other community 
services such as libraries, fire protection and police protection. And, of course, there are 
always limited tax resources. Still another noted that by protecting farmland we often push 
development into the greenway areas. However, some of the other individuals interviewed 
were more optimistic. They believed greenways are necessary to balance some of these land 
uses and must be accommodated in the transportation planning process. Further, greenways 
provided connections to the park areas in the community, which are needed to have the quiet 
green space desired in the community. Greenways must also be a part of the comprehensive 
plan to be effective. To end on a positive note, in one community, greenways were identified 
as a main focus in the community's visioning process. 
In addition to the development issues that are being faced in communities, eight 
individuals noted the presence of environmental issues in their communities. The issues 
ranged from water quality, which was named most often, to a need to increase biodiversity, 
protect natural areas from pollution, floodplains, and connecting conservation areas in 
watersheds. The individuals felt that it was an issue to get the word out to people about 
protecting the environment. While the individuals were bleak in the role greenways 
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Table 6. Community issues as discussed by the participants 
Number 
Community Issues Responding 
Sprawl/Unhindered Development/Growth in Inappropriate Areas 10 
Schools 4 
Water Quality 4 
Protecting Natural Areas 4 
Lack of Conservation Attitudes/ Attitude Adjustment 2 
Tu~ 2 
Conservation/Land Stewardship 2 
Planning 2 
Community Vision 2 
Hallett's Quarry 2 
Environment vs. Economics 2 
Quality of Life 2 
Development in Floodplains 2 
Traffic 2 
Employment 2 
Distrust Between Cities/Counties 1 
Too Much Commuting 1 
Lack of Trees 1 
Pollution 1 
Conversion of Agricultural Land to Development 1 




Private Property Rights 1 
Train Traffic 1 
Recreation 1 
Green ways 1 
Downtown Development 1 
Affordable Housing 
Protecting Cultural Areas 
Tax Base is Primarily Residential 1 
Transportation 1 
Extra territorial Jurisdiction 
Elderly Population 1 
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played with development, they were more optimistic about the role of greenways in 
protecting the environment. Greenways along water bodies protect water quality and 
increase biodiversity. Overall the individuals felt that greenways were a big asset for 
protecting the environment. 
Social issues actually ranked high on people's list of concerns with fifteen individuals 
indicating a social issue in their community. The issues included schools, traffic, safety, lack 
of recreation, preservation of history, cultural opportunities, employment, need for diversity, 
and increase in taxes. These issues are not unexpected issues to encounter in many 
communities and as noted earlier it is difficult to prioritize them with greenways. On the 
other hand, one individual mentioned that Central Iowa has all of the infrastructure that it 
needs such as roads; instead Central Iowa needs to focus on quality of life issues. 
Greenways, according to at least some of the individuals, better the quality of life in Central 
Iowa and quality of life is important. Almost half of the participants mentioned quality of 
life at some point in the interview. Greenways help with quality of life in a couple of ways 
according to the individuals interviewed. They help give the community a sense of place by 
compartmentalizing the community into manageable conceptual areas. Greenways, when 
interwoven in the community, help maintain rural character and are a form of diversity for 
the community. 
An interesting note with regard to social and community issues, in Story County six 
of the fourteen individuals interviewed mentioned Hallett's Quarry or issues associated with 
Hallett's Quarry. The development of Hallett's Quarry either as a natural area or as housing 
development was a hot issue in the media at the time of these interviews. The quarry, should 
it become a park preserve, instead of a housing subdivision, would become part of the 
greenway system proposed in the framework plan. 
The last set of community issues relate to attitudes and politics in Central Iowa. 
There are two issues here. First, there is a lack of political commitment. This is in part due 
to a lack of genuine politicians and a lack of trust between cities and counties according to 
two individuals. The lack of trust between the cities and counties turns into a fight between 
them without consideration for the larger regional area. One man believed this to be the 
reason for the land grabbing that was occurring in the blink of an eye all around Central 
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Iowa. The second issue relates more directly to the public. There is a need for these 
individuals to think about sustainability and work to be stewards of the land. Another 
individual seconded these thoughts by saying that we need to think with our hearts. This lack 
of environmental attitudes combined with busy people that don't "have time" to be involved 
and an elderly population that doesn't accept change are some of the issues that the 
individuals interviewed brought up within their communities. 
When asked about how greenways relate to these issues the individuals responded 
that greenways create connectedness in the community and help the community define itself. 
They affect quality of life and an improved quality of life improves the trust issues of 
communities. Furthermore, greenways provide a place to educate people about being 
stewards of the land. On the contrary, one individual felt that greenways didn't really affect 
these issues because the greenways (he identified) were owned by the state, not the 
communities where the issues were occurring. 
Personal Values and Greenways 
The personal values are much more difficult to classify and group than some of the 
other questions. The things that the participants valued were different for practically 
everyone, but the values were grouped to the extent possible. The first grouping of values 
has to do with the community, specifically the people and the atmosphere in the community. 
People valued the quality of life in their community, which included small and rural 
communities, low crime rates, a place to raise children, clean and livable towns with good 
connections, and a modest working class neighborhood with ease of getting around and 
closeness to the store. The pride in the community and the presence of homeowners was 
important to the individuals as it indicated a high level of involvement in the community. 
One individual commented that he liked the fact that if the community believes in a project 
they can work together and see it accomplished. Other values for the respondents included 
few people in natural areas, well built cities such as the European models, and sense of place. 
For a few individuals natural areas, remnant plants, the Skunk River, and the Ames 
High School Prairie were things they valued in their community. While greenways are 
certainly a part of these values, the respondents felt that greenways helped create in part the 
rural feeling that many of them described as important. One individual went on to say that 
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the safety in the community is due to the natural and rural feel it has. The location of one 
community at the confluence of three rivers has helped to ~reate the sense of pride that is 
highly valued in the community. However, one person simply valued greenways for what 
they were. 
The other grouping of values the respondents held were not related to the greenways. 
Instead, these individuals valued schools and education, proximity to Des Moines, city 
infrastructure, a first responder team, entertainment, shopping, cultural activities, arts, 
diversity, the university town, and progressive individuals. These values are precisely what 
must be weighed against greenways when the two are in competition. And as pointed out 
earlier, it is difficult to place greenways above these values. In many instances it may not be 
even desirable to place greenways above education or city infrastructure. Herein lies the 
difficulty with implementing a large-scale connected greenways system. For all of its 
benefits there are still other things that are desired and necessary in the community which 
compete for the same resources and manpower as the greenways. 
Exemplary Greenway Examples 
There were twenty-four different exemplary greenways listed by the respondents. 
Only five of these examples were from outside of Iowa. The remaining nineteen were all 
over the state and included Skunk River Greenbelt, Des Moines River Greenbelt, Great 
Mississippi River Road, Hoover Nature Trail, Iowa River Greenbelt, and the Neil Smith 
Wildlife Refuge. Table 7 contains a list of all of the greenways listed. The Skunk River 
Greenbelt and The Des Moines River Greenbelt were the most often cited examples with six 
and five respondents respectively. Contrary to what might be expected-that only the Story 
County residents would mention the Skunk River or the Polk County residents would 
mention the Des Moines River - individuals in each of the counties mentioned both 
green ways. 
When asked why these were exemplary greenways and what could be applied to the 
Central Iowa Greenways system, the response was primarily that these greenways are 
continuous and connect areas together. They can form a common bond between 
communities. The Skunk River in particular was mentioned as a good model because it 
keeps development out, provides a continuous area for wildlife, and has good access. Other 
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important observations include the use of greenways as a revitalization strategy as in the case 
of San Antonio and Chattanooga as a source of tourism and economic dollars. The 
greenways are also a place to educate people as in the case of the Neil Smith Wildlife 
Refuge. Some of the greenways demonstrate that urban areas can have greenways -
Minneapolis, San Antonio, and Hoover Nature Trail. Greenways can be places where 
people pull together as they did to complete the Cedar Valley Nature Trail. Last, according 
to the respondents, greenways are a place for scenic beauty, prairies, and woodlands. 
Community Organizations 
The individuals belonged to a variety of different clubs and organizations ranging 
from professional organizations, to churches, to conservation groups (See Table 8). The 
Audubon Society had the largest number of respondents with six individuals indicating 
membership. The support and involvement with the various county conservation boards also 
had six respondents. The next highest group had five respondents and that was involvement 
with churches. The Lions Club, Chamber of Commerce, and Sierra Club had four 
respondents indicating involvement in these clubs. Parks and recreation boards, trail 
committees, planning and zoning, Isack Walton League, schools, Master Conservationists, 
and Ducks Unlimited all had three respondents. 
Although there are a significant number of individuals involved in conservation or 
environmental organizations, there are a larger number involved in other organizations as 
well; such as local government, hunting clubs, community service organizations, and 
professional organizations. There is wide spread of organizations represented by the 
participants. This list is helpful for identifying potential places for information sessions on 
greenways and getting volunteers for implementing greenways. No one county had a 
dominance of any group that might have been expected. Originally, the intent of this 
information was to see if individuals that were involved in certain groups were more likely to 
be interested in greenways. This does not appear to be true in this thesis study. However, 
when compared to the outside activities of people that didn't participate in the greenways 
meetings, one might find these more active environmental / conservation oriented groups to 
be significantly more receptive and proactive to greenway education, planning, and 
implementation. 
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Table 7. Exemplary greenways cited by the participants 
Greenway 
Skunk River Greenbelt 
Des Moines River Greenbelt 
Cedar Valley Nature Trail 
Mississippi Bluffs 
Racoon River Greenbelt 
Neil Smith Wildlife Refuge 
Chichaqua Valley Trail (Chichaqua Bottoms) 
Easter Lake 
San Antonio 
Minneapolis (Chain of Lakes) 
Iowa City 





Iowa River Greenbelt 
Doolittle Prairie 
Clive Greenbelt 
Heart of Iowa Nature Trail 
Ledges 
Black Hawk River 
Indian Creek Greenbelt 



























Greenway Planning: Involvement and Implementation 
This next section of the interview served three purposes. First, have these individuals 
been active in other greenways, which would make them more aware of greenways but also 
favor them more? Second, what type of continued support/involvement in greenways would 
they like to have? Third, do these individuals think greenways should be expanded and if so 
how, including specific implementation strategies, funding, and education? The education 
component was broken down into information about greenways and environmental 
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Chamber of Commerce 
Parks and Recreation Board 
Izaak Walton League 





The Nature Conservancy 
Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
Scouts 
Story County Trails Association 
City Tree Board 
Dallas County Conservation Board 
Iowa Prairie Network 
Masons 
Pheasants Forever 
Polle County Conservation Board 
RAGBRAI 
Prairie Network 
Friends of Native Iowa 
Iowa Native Plant Society 
Greater Eastside Development 
Four Mile Creek Greenway Committee 
Des Moines Rowing Club 
Tree City USA 
Ames Running Club 
Story County Democrats 
Iowa Society of Solid Waste 
Ames Quality of Life Group 
4-H 
Museum Supporter 
Story County Planning and Zoning 
Red Cross 
Center for Creative Justice 
Iowa Auto Merchandising 









































Table 8. Continued 
Organizations 
University Relations Committee 




Friends of Neil Smith Wildlife Refuge 
American Planning Association 
World Wildlife Federation 
Prairie Enthusiasts of Wisconsin 




Engineering Professional Organization 
National Park Service Volunteer 
REAP 
Wallace House Foundation 
Wild Turkey Foundation 
American Legion 
Shriners 
Iowa Parks and Recreation Association 
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education/interpretation. Not all of the respondents spoke to both. The following questions 
were used in the interviews for this section to gain the desired information. 
• Have you ever been involved in planning, implementation, or management of other 
green ways? 
• As the CIG proceeds with implementing the framework plan, do you want to be 
involved in the process? 
• Do you believe that greenways should be expanded in your community, county, or 
Central Iowa? 
• How do you think greenways should be expanded? 
• Do you support an increase in fund for greenways? 
• What type of funding increase do you support? 
• What is the best way to inform people about greenways and the Central Iowa 
Greenways Initiative? 
• Do you think that greenways can be used for environmental education? 
• Do you participate in environmental education or interpretation programs in your 
community? 
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Personal Involvement in Greenways 
Twelve of the twenty-six individuals indicated that they had had some experience 
with greenways. The range of experience for these individuals varied from professional 
experience to personal experience. Professionally, the individuals were involved with trail 
planning and construction, land purchases for a restoration project, interpreting greenways, 
and prairie bums. The other individuals were involved in greenways through volunteer work 
with the county conservation boards or trails groups. They worked with natural resource and 
greenway inventories, historic preservation with cemeteries, and trail construction as well as 
maintenance. 
Continued Involvement with the Central Iowa Greenways System 
Over half of the individuals interviewed indicated that they would be interested in 
continued involvement with the greenway system for Central Iowa (See Table 4). Only one 
person expressed an absolute "No" about helping with the greenways process further. Only 
two individuals indicated that they would be interested in an organizing or lead role in 
helping with the greenways system. One of the individuals that indicated a lead role saw 
himself as getting the framework plan out to his community and local politicians. The 
remainder of the individuals indicated that time was an issue but they would help. Activities 
that the individuals indicated that they would help with include preparing mailings or 
phoning or other such activities that wouldn't take too much time. Manpower and sweat 
equity, trees, restoration, influencing development in the community, and getting small 
communities involved with help from the county were also activities mentioned. Some of 
the individuals indicated that their involvement would be through the county conservation 
boards or their jobs. One individual indicated that he wanted his involvement to result in his 
learning more about prairies and conservation measures. 
Greenway Expansion 
Of the twenty-six individuals interviewed, only two believed that greenways should 
not be expanded. One believed that there were enough greenways, while the one maintained 
that there is need to protect the existing natural areas before creating any new ones. A related 
comment, another individual didn't necessarily believe that there shouldn't be expansion, but 
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thought that existing urban areas shouldn't be converted to greenways. The rest of the 
individuals were in favor of expanding greenways. 
Before actually getting into implementation of greenways however, several of the 
respondents talked about the need for planning and inventories of natural areas. There was a 
sentiment that we need to know how much greenway area should be protected since not 
everything should be a greenway. This is why an inventory is so important. In deciding how 
much land to obtain, there is also a need to decide where the land should be. Two individuals 
indicated that the inventory and design process should be based on GAP principles. 
Technology should be a part of the inventory and planning process. There must be a map of 
these existing resources in order to proceed with the planning. A couple of individuals 
indicated that this is how some of the land use planning that they had been involved in was 
completed. From these inventories recommendations should be made on where to 
implement the greenway. The recommendations should then be incorporated into local 
comprehensive plans as well as strategies for incorporating the greenways into the 
community. This is collectively how the individuals believed the first step in the 
implementation process should proceed. 
Other things that are necessary for implementation include education, community 
involvement, and alliances (See Table 9). These are all steps that individuals indicated are 
important before the so-called implementation tools like acquisition, conservation easements, 
etc. can be used. Education by far had the most support with nine individuals indicating the 
need for education. The reason for education is to obtain a broad based level of support for 
greenways by just getting the word out. The groups targeted for education ranged from 
everyone, to specific groups like the Audubon Society and Jaycees, students, politicians, 
retired people, and public agencies. Several individuals indicated that local government and 
community groups must be involved and that a public advisory group for the greenways 
should be created. Hopefully, all of this education would get more people involved with the 
greenways and yield more support. 
Several people indicated the need for volunteers to lobby city councils and 
politicians, for manual labor, and for input into greenway planning. Another suggested the 
need to get involvement by small communities and public agencies. The last step after 
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Tax Incentives 4 
Parkland Dedication by Developer 2 
Volunteers 2 
Greenway Coalition/Task Force 2 
Planning 2 
Regional/Watershed Focus 2 
Condemnation Law repealed 2 
Work with Developers 2 
Cooperation Between Cities/Counties 1 
Mitigation Between Cities/Counties/Landowners 1 
Green Streets 1 
Management 1 
GAP Principles 1 
COG's/MPO's 1 
First Rights Legislation 1 
Buy in of State Agencies 1 
Involvement of Retired Individuals 1 
Involvement of Students 1 
Transfer of Development Rights 1 
Inventory 1 





education and involvement is the formation of alliances, partnerships, and regional 
cooperation. Individuals indicated a need to work between private groups like the Wallace 
House Foundation and Prairie Rivers RC&D, local governments, and Councils of 
Government. The key to these partnerships, as one individual indicated, is the need for a 
regional agenda. This agenda may even extend beyond the four counties in this study to 
follow the entire length of some of the river corridors. 
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In terms of specific tools for implementation - developer exactions, conservation 
easements, donation, purchase, legislation, and zoning - there was a range of support. 
Legislation of some type had the most support with nine individuals supporting various types 
of legislation: funding, right of first refusal laws, condemnation, parkland dedication, and tax 
incentives for donation; however two individuals felt that there should be no more new laws. 
One individual indicated that some sort of legal action such as mitigation or arbitration to 
ensure cooperation should be used. Nine individuals supported conservation easements, four 
supported parkland dedication or developer exactions, three supported donation, four 
supported some sort of tax break for donation or private protection, and two supported 
purchase. Five individuals were against purchase of greenways indicating that greenways 
were to be a combination of private and public lands. One individual felt that prairie 
reconstruction on private lands was a way of expanding greenways, while another thought 
green streets should be implemented. Some indicated that man-made remnants such as 
quarries and abandoned railroads should be used. Last, one individual was concerned about 
making the greenways attractive once they were implemented. 
Funding Greenways 
The means to fund greenways varied substantially between the respondents (See 
Table 10). Taxes and grants followed by private sources were the three main types of 
funding supported. Eighteen individuals supported the use of new taxes or reallocation of 
existing taxes to fund greenways, while two individuals were against taxes of any kind for 
funding green ways. The type of taxes used varied from property taxes, to taxes on camping 
gear, to a check mark on the state income tax form. One individual indicated that tax 
incentives for land donation should be used. Several individuals indicated some constraints 
on using taxes, however. It should be clear what the taxes are being used for, i.e. 
maintenance or construction; taxes should be for a set amount of time; they should be used 
for what they say they are being used for; and they should be used on a pay as you go basis, 
i.e. the taxes aren't collected for use at a later date. Bonds were not a popular funding source 
with nine being against using bonds and only three individuals supporting the use of bonds. 
This is in direct contrast with the CIG Committee that supported the use of bonds as a 
funding source. 
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The next most frequently discussed source of money was government sources and 
grants being supported by seventeen individuals. General comments were made about 
federal, state, county, and city sources of funding. A couple of comments were made that 
federal and state monies should be utilized before local or private funds are tapped. The 
preference of some individuals was to use the monies for construction rather than trail 
maintenance. In terms of specific grants, four individuals felt EPA and CARA money at the 
federal level were promising sources. At the state level, DOT and REAP funding were 
suggested. Five individuals felt the DOT should be utilized as a source of funding. Another 
five individuals stated specifically their support for REAP grants, but two thought its use was 
limited. The frequency of potential sources has a lot to do with their visibility and use within 
state of Iowa. 
Private sources were the last type of funding, indicated by sixteen individuals. The 
use of private money sources varied between land donation, user fees, local groups/private 
organizations, cooperate sponsorships, and fund raising campaigns. User fees and donation 
were the most popular type of private funding listed. Donations received positive mention 
from seven respondents. User fees received positive comment from five individuals. One 
particular individual commented that Iowa was the first place he had lived that didn't have 
user fees for their trails or state parks. Use of local groups and private foundations received 
support from three individuals. One man indicated that he would like to see organizations 
like the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation take the lead in obtaining funding, while another 
stated that she thinks the formation of a non-profit foundation that supported just the 
greenways should be considered. 
Getting the Word Out About Greenways 
A variety of methods for getting the word about greenways out to a larger audience 
were suggested. The methods ranged from media to public meetings to word of mouth (See 
Table 11 ). However, the use of mass media - newspapers, television, radio and the Internet -
had the largest support for informing others about greenways with eighteen individuals 
supporting its use. Television was the most mentioned media source with twelve people 
supporting its use. Public television and production of PBS specials were mentioned often, 
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Table 10. Methods of funding greenways 
Number Number Not 
Funding Sources Supporting Supporting 
New Taxes 13 2 
Private/Corporate Funding/Donation 7 
Federal Funds (EPA,CARA) 6 
DOT 4 1 
User Fees 4 
REAP 4 1 
Grants 3 1 
Bonds 3 5 
State Funds 3 
Park Permits (Licenses) 2 
Redistribution of Existing Taxes 2 
Conservation Easements 2 
Fund-raisers 2 
Non Profits Organizations 2 
Municipal Sources 2 
Licenses plates 1 
Concession Stands 1 
Adjacent Landowners 1 
Tax Incentives for Land Donation 1 
County Conservation Boards 1 
DNR 1 
Partnerships I 
Creation of a Foundation 1 
Lottery 1 
CIP (limited bonds) I 
Government I 
Bottle Redemption 1 
Tax on Outdoor Gear 1 
Fuel Tax 1 
Increased Budgets for Parks 1 
although some individuals thought public service announcements would be more effective 
and less costly. One noted that television works over other sources such as public meetings 
because people watch television and surf the Internet; however, one person thought that 
television was too expensive to make it an effective media source. One individual thought 
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the production of a greenways video would be appropriate as this is how she learned about 
green ways. 
Newspaper was the next highest supported media type with eleven people mentioning 
it. One individual noted that you should always make friends with the printed media and 
have them at public meetings. A couple of people warned that they weren't sure how many 
people actually read the newspaper. Radio had four supporters and two non-supporters while 
four individuals supported use of the Internet. Supporters of the Internet felt the 
development of a webpage was necessary with the suggestion that it be developed and hosted 
on the county conservation board webpages. 
Seven people mentioned public meetings and workshops as ways to inform people 
about greenways. A couple of these individuals mentioned that this is how they learned 
about the greenways. There were some cautions about public meetings. First, it is often 
difficult to get participation at these meetings. Likewise, you will always have groups that 
support and those that don't support your idea at a public meeting. To combat the issue of 
getting people to the public meeting ( one reason for less participation) one person thought 
that there should be some sort of transportation to and from the meetings. In terms of 
workshops, a comment was made that there weren't enough of them offered. Besides public 
meetings, a community calendar; word of mouth; booths at fairs and farmers markets; articles 
in local groups' and public agencies' newsletters; lobbying; trips to various greenways; and 
distribution of brochures, pins, and buttons should be used. One of the professionals 
interviewed indicated that a print campaign is almost always necessary but you have to know 
who your enemy is so you can target your audience correctly. Table 12 shows some of the 
groups that individuals identified as important groups to target. 
Environmental Education 
While there was discussion that environmental education should occur at all levels, 
many of the participants spoke only about the environmental education of children. They 
often started their sentences with youth being so important and the need for environmental 
education to begin with them. One specifically stated that the only way to change the poor 
environmental attitudes that exist in the community is to teach children not to have a wasteful 
ethic. Some individuals indicated that through the youth, parents would get involved in 
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Table 11. Ways to inform the public about greenways according to the 
participants 
Ways to Get Information Out 
Newspaper 













Word of Mouth 
Maps 
Mailings (Snail/Email) 
Students Teaching Parents 
Speaking to Civic Groups 






































environmental education. However, most individuals deferred to the schools or county 
conservation boards to educate the children leaving the parents or adults out of the process. 
The Project Eco Model in Story County schools was named as good model for children but 
was criticized for ending in grade school (Table 13, Part 2). 
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Table 12. Groups to target for public education on greenways 


























Real Estate Professionals 
Sports/Entertainment Professionals 





























For the individuals that felt adults should or could be environmentally educated most 
took a laid back approach suggesting media as the means to educate adults. Another 
approach given by two individuals was to have brochures, pamphlets, or maps located in the 
greenway or on parks and recreation boards so that people can passively educate themselves 
through interpretation. It was suggested by one individual that adults are difficult to educate 
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because there is always the possibility of a backlash towards "tree huggers." Others, 
however, thought that a more active approach could be used like making environmental 
education mandatory. One individual talked about the environmental classes she taught that 
were mandatory to politicians in Michigan. She felt this is especially important as population 
density in an area increases. Another suggestion was made to educate city employees such as 
engineers. This particular individual thought this education could be modeled after a 
watershed institute program in Maryland. The last suggestion made with regard to educating 
adults was to make sure cities and counties work together and are involved in the planning of 
greenways, as it is a form of education. This may mean taking them out to the greenway and 
explaining that this is how greenways should be. 
Some overall keys to environmental education are to develop a relationship with the 
flora and fauna. For one individual this means experiencing greenways as a sort of living 
classroom. Several individuals stated that there is a need to get people into the greenways to 
experience them as that is the only way to understand them. A follow up to that suggestion 
was made by another individual who noted that the education must occur in the right place at 
the right time. For instance, a prairie burn is a good time/place to educate about prairies and 
maintenance. One individual commented that he felt the rural areas probably needed less 
environmental education than urban areas. Last, the education must be interesting but 
repetitive as well as year round. 
In terms of those responsible for education the list was varied. Most individuals 
thought the schools and county conservation boards should be responsible with eleven votes 
for these sources (Table 13, Part 1). Mass media, park and recreation departments, and trail 
groups were also mentioned. The participants listed several topics that should be included as 
part of the environmental education on greenways. Water quality, chemical pollution, and 
restoration topped the list (Table 13, Part 3). However, many people indicated topics such as 
birds, wildlife, and relationships with flora and fauna that provide an overall understanding 
of greenways should also be considered. 
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Table 13. Environmental education as discussed by the participants 
Number 
Part 1. Agencies Responsible 
Schools 
County Conservation Boards 
Families 
Trail Authorities 
Parks and Recreation Depts. 
Trees Forever 
NRCS 
Water and Soil Conservation Districts 




Part 2. Means for education 
Project Eco 
Media (for adults) 
Presentations for Civic Organizations 
Workshops for Adults/ Politicians 
Pamphlets 
Local Prairie Maintenance 







Water Quality (Water Monitoring/How to Improve) 3 
Reconstruction of Habitat - Before/ After Trips to Greenway 2 
Chemical Pollution, Especially for Adults 2 
Prairie Restoration 2 
Prairie Remnants 
Adopt a Trail 
Relationships with the Flora/Fauna 
"Living Classroom" 
General Environmental Issues 
Greenway Benefits 
Land Management 











Personal participation in environmental education was very limited among the 
individuals interviewed with only ten individuals indicating any involvement in 
environmental education. Only one individual actually attended environmental education 
programs, the remaining respondents indicated that they, instead, provided some sort of 
environmental education either through workshops, writing newsletter articles, or through 
their jobs. One individual has developed environmental education curriculums through her 
job while another has given lectures on Integrated Roadside Vegetation Management through 
his. Yet another simply transports the students to and from educational outings as a school 
bus driver. 
Central Iowa Greenways (CIG) Public Meetings 
Each of the individuals that were interviewed as part of this study had participated in 
more than one of the public meetings regarding the CIG Framework Plan. The purpose of 
the questions in this section is to understand what impact the meetings may have had on these 
individuals' understanding of greenways. Did they know what a greenway was before 
attending the meetings and did attending the meetings influence their understanding of what 
a greenway was? Last, they were asked why they attended the meetings. Three questions 
were asked to get at this information. 
• Before attending the CIG meetings, did you know what a greenway was? 
• Did attending the CIG meetings change your understanding of greenways? 
• Why did you choose to attend these meetings? 
Knowledge ofGreenways Prior to the CIG Meetings 
Of the twenty-six individuals that attended the meetings, eighteen of them knew what 
greenways were prior to attending the meetings (See Table 4). Six individuals didn't know 
what a greenway was prior to the meetings. Those indicating that they didn't know what a 
greenway was prior to the meetings still identified with natural areas and conservation of 
these natural areas. As one of them indicated, they simply didn't have a formal definition of 
green ways. 
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Changes in Understanding of Greenways After the CIG Meetings 
Over half of the respondents had some sort of change in their understanding after 
attending the CIG meetings. These individuals primarily added to their definition, gained a 
broader understanding of issues related to greenways, or realized a larger interest in 
greenways by others. Many of the individuals indicated that they had a broader definition of 
greenways including the notion of greenways as connectors, location of greenways in both 
urban and rural areas, inclusion of highways, inclusion of cultural and historical areas, 
protection from development, service to wildlife, and preservation of the landscape. It is 
important to note that four individuals were specific to point out that they broadened their 
definition of greenways to include them as connectors. Five individuals indicated that the 
greenways meetings made them more aware of others' perceptions of green ways. They were 
genuinely surprised to learn that others had a similar interest in protecting these areas. 
Additionally, they felt that they learned more about what could be done in protecting these 
areas. Three individuals indicated that they now have a more regional view of greenways, 
including adoption of a watershed level view of greenways. 
The broadening of these definitions indicates the depth and comprehensiveness of the 
definition presented at the greenways meetings and in the framework plan. However, some of 
the individuals acknowledged that these more comprehensive definitions didn't meet their 
own definition of what they believed a greenway to be. One individual didn't accept the 
historical and cultural elements of greenways nor the inclusion of highways and rights-of-
way. Another individual thought that the CIG definition put too much emphasis on trails. 
Attendance of the CIG Meetings 
Of those individuals that attended the public meetings all were invited by personal 
invitation except two. Those two individuals heard about the meetings through the radio, 
newspaper, and word of mouth. The remainder of the individuals received the series of 
invitations to these meetings that was described in the methods chapter. Three individuals 
indicated that they attended the meetings simply because they were invited to. Others 
participated in the meetings because of personal interest in environmental issues, 
involvement with organizations, or their job. Seven individuals indicated that they 
participated because of personal interest like wanting to show support for the project, 
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wanting to learn about others' ideas of greenways, importance to family, interest in outdoors, 
and interest in conservation. Of those five individuals that indicated their involvement in the 
meetings due to an organization, two of them cited involvement specifically with the county 
conservation boards. Five individuals came to the meetings because of their job and two 
stated that was the only reason they came. 
Communicating About Greenways 
As a supplement to the face-to-face interviews, a written survey was handed out at the 
end of the interview. The survey was intended to find out how people communicate about 
greenways. The survey contained a Likert scale type question, which asked the participants 
to indicate which of the listed terms was similar or dissimilar to their understanding of 
greenways on a scale of one to five. Table 14 contains the results of this survey. 
For a point of reference, of the thirty-nine terms the range of score for over half of the 
terms ranged from one (least similar) to five (most similar). Only greenbelt had a range 
between four to five. The average score for the terms ranged from 2.52 to 4.90. The term 
highways had a score of 2.52. This is consistent with the definitions given for greenways as 
very few of the participants acknowledged the greenway as a transportation corridor or 
recognized its presence near a highway. On the other hand, the term greenbelt had the 
highest score of 4.90. This too is expected since as mentioned in the literature review the 
term greenbelt is often used synonymously with greenway in the United States. In fact, in 
the Central Iowa region all of the major greenways are actually named greenbelt- Skunk 
River Greenbelt, Raccoon River Greenbelt, and Des Moines River Greenbelt. 
As one might expect, given the definitions of the participants, the ten terms most 
highly associated with greenways are natural/environmental terms. They were greenbelt, 
recreational corridor, open space, wildlife corridors, trails, scenic corridors, wooded area, 
prairie area, conservation corridors, and riparian areas. The terms that were least similar to 
the definitions of the participants are the terms that are associated with the more multi-
objective greenway, which is a relatively new concept. These terms included: buffer strip, 
rural area, urban area, cultural sites, historical sites, utility corridors, highways, working 
landscapes, filter strips, and hunting areas. One may have expected to see filter strips and 
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buffer strips higher in the list given the recognition by many of the participants that 
greenways do provide an environmental benefit of protecting water quality and the 
agricultural nature of the state. At the same time the limited size and scope of these areas 
might be the reason why people don't consider them to be greenway areas. Additionally, one 
might have expected to find more acknowledgement of greenways as either being in a rural 
or urban area, but it is presumed that these terms were misunderstood by the participants 
when they filled out the survey. 
Only a few participants chose to write in additional terms. These terms included 
watershed health, outdoor classroom, community asset, native ecosystem, natural areas, 
conservation easement areas, creek, river, tributary, and waterway. A few terms in the 
survey were left blank by some of the participants. It is presumed that either they just 
skipped over the term mistakenly or didn't understand what it meant. Hunting areas, buffer 
strip, riparian buffer, filter strip, green infrastructure, working landscape, and reserves are the 
terms where this happened. Green infrastructure was left blank by two of the participants. 
This term however is becoming more common in the literature as authors and greenways 
specialists are speaking to the need for greenways to be considered as another type of 
infrastructure in which communities should invest. 
Overall, the responses to the Likert type scale question were quite informative on the 
language that the participants used to speak about greenways. Sometimes the words used in 
the interviews matched the results obtained in the Likert type scale responses and sometimes 
they didn't. However, there were some concepts described in the interviews such as more 
awareness of greenways in rural areas or the use of greenways to protect water quality that 
didn't match the survey results which showed little acceptance of the term filter strip as a 
greenway. Additional research would be needed to determine why some of these 
inconsistencies exist such as an additional survey or interview to examine how the 
individuals defined particular terms on the survey. 
92 
Table 14. Results of the Likert type scale on language used by 
the participants to communicate about greenways 
Comparison Term Average Range 
Greenbelt 4.90 4--5 
Wildlife Corridors 4.57 2--5 
Conservation Corridors 4.52 2--5 
Wooded Area 4.38 2--5 
Scenic Corridors 4.33 3--5 
Prairie Area 4.29 2--5 
Recreational Corridors 4.24 3--5 
Trails 4.14 3--5 
Riparian Areas 4.14 1--5 
Open Space 4.10 3--5 
Parks 4.05 2--5 
Regional Parks 4.05 1--5 
Floodplains 4.05 2--5 
Public Areas 4.00 2--5 
Linear Parks 3.95 2--5 
Preserves 3.95 1--5 
Riparian Buffers 3.90 2--5 
Wetland Area 3.88 2--5 
Abandoned Railroad 3.86 2--5 
Restoration (Reconstruction) Areas 3.82 2--5 
Reserves 3.81 1--5 
Both Public/Private 3.71 2--5 
Landscape Linkages 3.67 1--5 
Private Areas 3.52 1--5 
Green Infrastructure 3.48 1--5 
Tourism Opportunities 3.38 1--5 
Buffer Strip 3.29 1--5 
Historical Sites 3.24 1--5 
Filter Strips 3.24 1--5 
Hunting Areas 3.24 1--5 
Cultural Sites 3.19 1--5 
Rural Areas 3.14 1--5 
Urban Areas 3.05 1--5 
Working Landscapes 3.00 1--5 
Utility Corridor 2.86 1--5 
Highwa~s 2.52 1--5 
Table 14. Continued 











Non Manicured Landscape 
Water 
Natural Vegetation 
Protective Device for Water Quality 
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1 Additional comments were added by participants but only key terms 
are included in this list 
Differences in Results 
Between Counties 
It was anticipated that there would be some similarities between the individuals that 
lived in each particular county. For instance, it was suspected that individuals in Story 
County may have one definition that was consistent between them or in Polk County there 
may be one preferred way to fund greenways. An analysis was done using both the interview 
notes and the subset of GIS data to look for similarities between the participants in each 
county. There were no consistent similarities within the counties that would set them apart 
from the other counties. In terms of definition, attitude, implementation strategies, etc. there 
were no differences. Even unplanned growth which was an important issue brought forth 
was fairly evenly distributed between the counties. 
There are two small differences between the counties to note. The first was in Story 
County. When asked about community issues several of the respondents talked about 
Hallett's Quarry and the need to protect it as a natural area. Hallett's Quarry is an abandoned 
sand and gravel pit that was proposed for residential development but serves as a water 
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quality and wildlife resource for the county. However, the residents of Story County also 
talked about the same issues as the individuals in the other counties such as schools, quality 
of life, etc. It just happens that Hallett's Quarry was in the news a lot about the time of the 
interviews and some of the individuals interviewed had taken an active part in trying to 
protect the area. It is likely a case of saliency, meaning that the individuals mentioned the 
project because it was in the news. If the interviews were to be conducted again now, the 
response of Hallett' s Quarry may not be brought up as much. 
The other difference between the counties is with regard to cultural areas being 
included in the definition of greenways. Of the three individuals that described this 
definition, two of them resided in Dallas County. It is hard to tell if this is really a trend 
since there were only three respondents total from Dallas County. More individuals from the 
county would need to be interviewed to see if this is a significant trend that is occurring in 
Dallas County and not elsewhere. It should be mentioned that there is heavy emphasis 
placed on cultural elements in the Raccoon River Greenbelt Master Plan and the two 
individuals that responded with a cultural definition for greenways indicated that they had 
had some involvement with the Dallas County Conservation Board. However, there is really 
too little information to make a definite conclusion about the trend observed in Dallas 
County. 
Distance from Greenways 
The maximum distance any individual was from a greenway was 2.99 miles ( 4808 
meters) with the mean distance of 5978 feet (1822 meters). There was actually one 
participant that lived on the greenway. Of the twenty-six participants, fourteen lived within 
approximately one mile (1.6 kilometer) of a greenway. Distance to the greenway was not 
related to living in either a rural or an urban area. Three of the seven individuals that lived in 
rural areas lived within a mile of the greenway while four did not. Moreover, five the 
individuals that lived in the Des Moines Metro area lived within a mile of the greenway. 
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Greenway Use and Prior Knowledge 
There were no consistent patterns with greenway use and distance from the greenway 
(Appendix B2). Individuals that used/didn't use the greenway were varied in their distance 
from the greenway. Most of the individuals that did not use the greenway were located 
approximately a mile or more from the greenway with the exception of one individual. In 
this instance, distance may explain why people didn't use the greenway. However, if one 
looks at the users of greenways, they may live on the greenway or as far as 2.49 miles ( 4000 
meters) away, so no conclusion can be made that distance is the reason these individuals use 
the greenway. In terms of knowledge of the greenway, distance from the greenway made no 
difference in whether or not the individuals knew about the greenways (Appendix Bl). 
Greenway Definitions, Benefits of Greenways and Community Issues 
Looking at the individual that lived on the greenway and the one that lived farthest 
away there were few differences in their definitions of greenways. They both felt greenways 
were typically found along rivers and that the main benefit of greenways was wildlife. The 
individual living the farthest from the greenway also believed that greenways were a place to 
get away to nature. This individual, unlike the individual living on the greenway, lived in an 
urban area. His sense that greenways were a place to get away to nature, was echoed by 
several of the individuals that lived in the non rural areas (mid-sized to urban areas). 
A more general look at the other respondents yielded similar results. The individuals 
that lived within one mile of the greenway defined it in many ways including rivers, open 
space, secluded areas, vegetated areas and watershed protection. Their answers differed very 
little from those individuals that live more than a mile from a greenway. Likewise, distance 
to the greenway did not explain the benefits that people linked to greenways. People both 
near and far from the green way felt they green ways provided recreation, wildlife habitat, 
water quality protection, and transportation. 
Between Urban and Rural Areas 
As mentioned earlier, the distance to a greenway varied among those that lived in 
urban areas and rural areas and these influences were not separated as part of the urban/rural 
anal::·sis. The farthest distance any participant was away from the Des Moines Metro area 
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was 34.41 miles (55.37 kilometers) with a mean of 14.41 miles (23.18 kilometers). Seven 
individuals lived in the Des Moines Metro. Seven individuals did not live in an incorporated 
area; 3 .86 miles ( 6.21 kilometers) was the farthest any of them lived from any incorporated 
area, while the mean distance away from an incorporated area was .61 miles (979 meters). 
Greenway Use and Prior Knowledge 
As with the distance to greenways, there were no discernable patterns between use of 
greenways and distance to urban or rural areas. Likewise there were no patterns between 
prior knowledge of greenways and distance to urban or rural areas. The evidence of these 
patterns can be found on the maps in Appendix B3 and B4. 
Greenway Definitions, Benefits of Greenways and Community Issues 
The data show relatively little differences in terms of how people define the 
greenways physically. But they did define the benefit differently by their proximity to the 
rural and urban area. In urban areas, the respondents were more likely to speak to the 
greenway as a way to soften the urban edge or provide aesthetics to the area. On the other 
hand, the rural residents talked more about the greenways contributing to the rural character 
of the area and enhancing their quality of life. This is not to say that the individuals living in 
the rural area only spoke of quality of life or urban people only spoke of aesthetics. In fact, a 
look at the larger data set indicates this is not true. The subset of data used for the distance 
analysis only contained the first three definitions, benefits, values, and community issues, 
while the larger data set looked at all of the definitions, benefits, values, and community 
issues given by the participants. The limited dataset does introduce some variability into the 
results, however because of a need to limit the amount of data used in the GIS analysis this 
criteria was set. The bottom line is that by looking at the larger data set and comparing it to 
the GIS analysis the data trends are less striking. This limitation is less prevalent in the 
analysis on community issues (discussed below) because no significant trends were found in 
the GIS analysis. 
The priority people place on community issues and the relationship of greenways to 
these issues is an important factor affecting the successful implementation of greenways. If 
gree~ways are something individuals value or that can be incorporated into the things they 
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value, it will be easier to incorporate greenways into these communities. Therefore, analysis 
of how people felt about community issues was completed. In the Metro area, three of the 
seven felt growth/sprawl issues were important, while four of the five in mid-sized areas felt 
it was an issue. In small towns, only one of the individuals felt growth was a community 
issue, instead recreation, water quality, transportation and education were listed as 
community issues. But in the rural areas, four of the seven respondents felt growth and 
development were an important issue. From this it seems that there is a disconnect of sorts 
with the issues in small towns relative to the other types of communities. This might make 
implementing greenways in small towns more difficult. 
Spatial Dependency Between Individuals in Close Proximity 
Spatial dependency was reviewed using five different variables: greenway use, prior 
knowledge of green ways, and three greenway definitions. Since the measure of spatial 
dependency needs numerical values the set of data that could be used to look at spatial 
dependency was limited. The only information that could be used were the questions that 
yielded yes/no responses - greenway use and prior greenway knowledge - and the data taken 
from the Likert scale type question on similarity to greenway definition. From the list of 
terms used to describe greenways in the survey, three terms were chosen. The first term 
chosen was greenbelt, the second regional park, and third restoration. These terms were 
chosen because they had differing levels of response by the participants and are different in 
what they mean. More terms could have been chosen but with no significant difference 
between these three terms, no further terms were analyzed. 
The results, for the most part, indicated that there was some spatial dependency 
between the nearest neighbors and the individual. Several of the ratios were positive and less 
than one, which indicates spatial dependency. The mean of the nearest neighbors always had 
a better ratio for spatial dependency than any of the individual nearest neighbors. However, 
there was little consistency among the spatial dependency ratios with any of the variables for 
the five nearest neighbors and the individual (See Table 15). For example, looking at the 
spatial dependency ratio for greenway use indicates that the highest spatial dependency 
actually exists between the fourth nearest neighbor and the individual rather than the first 
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nearest neighbor. You would expect the first nearest neighbor to have a better ratio if 
distance was an important factor affecting the participants' answers. 
Maps were created to see if these results made sense (Appendix C). Only one map is 
shown in this chapter for demonstration purposes (See Figure 2). By looking at a map of 
greenway users, the results do seem reasonable. There is no clump of data to indicate that 
there should be strong spatial relationships between the neighbors. The non-greenway users 
are evenly spaced among the users. Therefore, the inconsistencies in the spatial dependency 
ratio point to other reasons than distance from the greenway for explaining why participants 
may have answered the way they did during the interviews. 
The spatial dependency results for greenway knowledge and the three terms used to 
describe greenways are similar to the results for distance to greenways. This indicates that 
there is no spatial dependency among the participants for any of the variables tested. 
Possible factors that affect the answers more than their nearest neighbor include the 
participants involvement with particular organizations or their jobs as evidenced in the results 
that describe how people came to understand greenways. 
Table 15. Spatial dependency ratios for greenway use, prior knowledge, and three terms 
from the communication survey 
Mean of the 
Result tested for Nearst 2nd Nearest 3rd Nearest 4th Nearest 5th Nearest Nearest 
s~atial de~endencl Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor Neighbor 
Greenway Use 1.0000 0.8750 1.5238 0.4313 1.7391 0.2933 
Greenway Knowledge 0.9236 0.6617 1.8750 0.7273 0.7333 0.5136 
Greenbelt 1.7308 0.9700 0.4536 1.9508 0.8544 0.5982 
Regional Park 1.3389 0.8995 0.5788 1.5000 0.8874 0.5078 
Restoration 0.9812 0.9351 1.1510 0.7722 0.9648 0.5126 
1 If the ratio equals 1, there is spatial dependence between the nearest neighbor and the individual. 
If the ratio is less than 1, but positive, there is even more spatial dependence between the neighbors. 
If the ratio is greater than 1, there is no spatial dependence. 
0 Non User 
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Figure 2. Comparing greenway use among participants to determine patterns of spatial 
dependency 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION OF ISSUES RELATED TO THE 
CENTRAL IOWA GREENWAYS FRAMEWORK PLAN AND 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 
Chapter Intent 
As discussed in the results chapter, the previous chapter was intended to be a 
comprehensive summary of the information gathered during the interviews with both the CIG 
Committee members and participants of the public meetings workshops. Ultimately, the 
recipients of the material will be the CIG Committee. The intent of this chapter then is to 
analyze the CIG Framework Plan. The critique of the plan provided in this chapter is the 
result of comparing the information gathered in the interviews to the plan and some of the 
associated elements of the plan like the executive summary. The end product is a 
determination of whether or not the plan really meets the needs of the stakeholders that were 
involved in its inception and, perhaps more importantly, the needs of the citizens of Central 
Iowa regarding a greenways plan. Effective implementation of any plan is dependent upon 
how well the plan reflects the needs of its stakeholders. 
Analysis of Greenways Plan 
The CIG Framework Plan was prepared as a tool for implementing greenways in 
Central Iowa. The plan was conceived by the organizations that are part of the CIG 
Committee because they saw a need to protect natural resources in Central Iowa. The need is 
larger than any of their agencies could effectively deal with alone and it was recognized that 
in partnership these individuals and their agencies could go a long way in protecting natural 
resources. Greenways, because of their scope, function, and benefits, were viewed as the 
appropriate tool by which these natural resources could be protected. Thus, the CIG 
Committee came together to implement greenways in Central Iowa, including the 
development of a framework plan. The process for developing the plan involved several 
years of planning by the committee, hiring of a consultant, and a series of public meeting 
workshops in each of the four counties. 
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The plan is broken up into several sections. The first section of the plan is an 
executive summary. The summary is intended to be a tool that the CIG Committee can use 
to get the word out about the plan and greenways in Central Iowa. It is essentially a stand-
alone document from the framework plan. Copies of the executive summary were supposed 
to be given to park and recreation boards, city councils, and planning departments in the four 
county region as well as special interest groups but to date this hasn't happened. The rest of 
the plan is broken up into the following sections: introduction, process, development 
standards, framework maps, implementation tools, and action plan. This main body of the 
plan is meant to be a reference tool for those individuals making decisions about 
implementing greenways, namely the CIG Committee. The Committee decided that each of 
the decision making bodies in each of the jurisdictions would be given the sections of the 
plan that were appropriate for their use and would be duplicated on an as needed basis only. 
Process 
Process was an important component of the plan. A great deal of emphasis was 
placed on getting input from the identified stakeholders. They were mailed invitations to 
attend each of the three series of meetings that were held in their county to discuss 
greenways. However, there were some inconsistencies in this process. The number of 
individuals invited to participate and the groups of people that were invited to participate 
differed in each of the counties. This may have led to some of the inconsistencies that were 
experienced in terms of support from the various counties. For instance, there weren't as 
many people invited to attend in Dallas and Warren Counties as there were in Polk and Story 
Counties. However, this doesn't explain why there was more active participation in Story 
County than Polk County where more people were invited to participate. There are 
obviously other forces at work in these counties that may account for more or less 
participation. Much more investigation would be needed to determine what that force is. 
The process, for those that attended the meetings, seemed to be a worthwhile 
experience. Overall, the public meetings received high reviews from the participants. 
The participants thought the meetings were both informational and educational, and many 
indicated that they learned something from the meetings. One thought the mapping process 
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was particularly enlightening and brought a dynamic flow to the meetings. However, she 
was concerned that the group left the meetings with no consensus about what greenways 
were. For some, the meetings provided them with an opportunity to see that others also 
shared their same passion for protecting natural resources, for others it was the information 
on how to actually implement a greenway. One individual indicated that the consultant took 
the people out of the process. People, in this participant's mind, are the most important part 
of the process. This sentiment wasn't shared by any of the other participants or committee 
members. In fact, the individuals involved mostly agree that the process for the plan was 
good with the exception of the attendance problems. 
While most individuals who attended the meeting were happy with the meeting 
facilitation and the informational/educational setting provided, some of the participants 
indicated that turn out at these meetings was low. Some felt that more publicity would have 
helped this situation. A couple of the participants in more professional roles discussed their 
own frustrations in getting people to attend public meetings. These individuals felt that 
public meetings were not a good way to educate people nor necessarily good for the planning 
process because people don't show up. One individual said that those that are going to care 
will and the rest won't. It was actually a very pessimistic approach to public participation in 
planning. The committee members too, echoed this sentiment that the meetings were not 
well attended. They didn't necessarily speak to why attendance was low, just that the lack of 
attendance probably hurt the plan. 
Some specific discussion on Warren County is warranted as only a couple of people 
participated in the meetings at all, and only one person from Warren County participated in 
more than one of the meetings. The individual from Warren County indicated that there 
might be two reasons why this county wasn't as active. First, he just felt that few people 
knew about the meetings; at least from the number of people invited to the meetings, this 
hypothesis is correct. There were fewer individuals in Warren County invited to participate 
than in other counties. Further, this individual didn't think the meetings were publicized in 
the county or at least that he was aware of ( there is no data available to support or deny this). 
The second reason this individual gave for low attendance relates to the status of the county 
as a bedroom community. He indicated that more than 50% of the individuals in the county 
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( at least the northern part of the county, and specifically Indianola where he lived) were 
commuters. They didn't have time, or so he indicated, to attend these types of meetings. 
The committee did make some effort to work with time parameters. The first series of 
meetings offered four meeting opportunities in each county. However, the meetings were all 
held at the same time of the day even though they were held on different days of the week. 
The process undertaken by the committee members may be more telling of the plan 
than the participation in the public meetings. One of the committee members felt that the 
committee as a whole relied too heavily on the consultant to prepare the plan. This member 
noted that the individuals that make up the committee probably have more knowledge and 
expertise in implementing greenbelts and trails than anyone else in the state, but this 
information was not tapped into during the planning process either. This is partially the 
consultant's fault in the way the committee meetings were facilitated but the Committee 
didn't take a real active part in the planning process. Another committee member was 
concerned that there wasn't enough research completed as part of the planning process. The 
committee needed to understand how people appreciate greenways and become part of them. 
Further, not enough additional greenway models were studied, including those that were 
more ecologically based. Instead of learning about the area, the plan ended up being a recipe 
for greenways according to one committee member. 
The process, then, was good from a public participation standpoint but not a 
committee-planning standpoint. The committee process, unfortunately, was probably more 
critical to the quality of the plan. This probably accounts, at least in part, for some of the 
vagueness of the plan. Vagueness can become a roadblock as one of the committee members 
tells us. The plan has a large scope and tries to be everything to everyone, which may 
prevent its success in any one area. 
But the real question is whether or not the process led to a plan that reflected the 
needs of the people in Central Iowa. There is some question, at least right now, whether or 
not this happened. During the interviews, one individual indicated that he hadn't heard 
anything about the project since the final meeting. He was wondering what has happened, 
specifically what sort of progress has been made. Another individual indicated that she just 
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stopped getting notices. She also indicated that she would like a map of the greenways that 
the participants helped create during the public meetings. 
This problem is often encountered with public participation in the planning process. 
There is a lack of follow up and the citizens who had been so instrumental in creating the 
plan are left out when the plan is implemented. Leaving the participants out of the plan after 
the plan is complete is the same as removing them from the plan. The plan must involve the 
people in order to grow and change. If the people are no longer part of the plan it is 
reasonable that their needs aren't or won't be met even though the plan initially dealt with 
some of their needs. The committee needs to recognize this issue and be sure to keep the 
citizens involved in the plan or the process was wasted. 
Executive Summary 
Perhaps the greatest weakness in the plan is the lack of consistency between the plan 
and its executive summary. They appear to be two separate documents. This is largely the 
result of heavy reliance on a Florida document used to write the executive summary. While 
in itself the executive summary is well written and sets out a strong vision of greenways, it 
doesn't reflect the goals and issues that were set forth in the framework plan. For instance, 
the goals/recommendations set forth in the executive summary vary from the 
issues/implementation strategies in the plan, which are essentially trying to accomplish the 
same task. The issues from the participants cover ideas from both the executive summary 
and the plan, however the issues/implementation strategies in the plan are in language that 
more directly represents the language used by the participants in the interviews. The 
wording of the executive summary doesn't fit with the language that was used by the 
participants. For example, as the Likert scale type question given at the end of the interviews 
indicates, people don't identify with the term working landscape nor did they indicate an 
understanding that greenways influenced urban form or provided alternative transportation; 
yet, these are items discussed in the executive summary. 
Greenways were described in the executive summary as corridors of protected open 
space that follow linear features and link natural areas, parks, and cultural sites. This 
definition varies little with the plan definition, which was abbreviated and really couldn't be 
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used as a comparison to the participants' definition. The participants had similar definitions 
of a greenway, but there were two issues that arose that were different from the executive 
summary and the plan. The first of these differences is the description of a greenway as a 
break from the urban area. This is very similar to the earlier European greenbelts, but is 
unlike the idea of greenways as connectors that this plan ( executive summary) and the 
committee attempted to stress. The break from the city was a little bit different for each of 
the participants that described it. One simply stated that greenways provide a break and 
relief in an urban area. Another spoke to the hard physical images of the concrete and 
indicated that greenways were an escape from the concrete; yet greenways aren't just trails, 
there is more to them as they provide an element that is distinctly different from the human 
made urban area. Greenways are a place where people can come in contact with the 
landscape and learn to care for it. The greenways, then, provide something that just can't be 
obtained in the city. 
The second difference in the greenway definition from the executive summary is in 
the distinction between urban and rural greenways. This does not show up in the plan or in 
the executive summary. The greenways, although not described differently by urban and 
rural residents, had some characteristics that were distinctly different in the urban and rural 
areas. As noted above, there is an element of the greenway that softens the city. This is 
certainly not present in rural areas. One individual indicated that greenways in rural areas are 
buffers but are trails in urban areas. Another indicated that prior to coming to the CIG 
meetings, he believed greenways to be mostly in rural areas and along creeks. He was 
unaware of the presence of urban greenways. This is true for most of the individuals as they 
indicated that their original greenway definitions related to more rural definitions. 
However, individuals indicated that greenways are essential both in urban and rural 
areas. It is important to remember that greenways can be in urban areas even when the costs 
and difficulties of establishing them seem challenging. One individual said that he now 
knows that greenways can be in urban areas, but the cotnn1ittee and those working with 
greenways must educate those that claim that it is too expensive, can't be done, or that the 
naturalness of the land is already destroyed. In Iowa there are very few natural green ways 
areas left, especially in urban areas, therefore their presence becomes even more critical. 
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The executive summary describes ecological, economic, cultural, recreational, 
educational, land protection, transportation, and landscape influence benefits. However, the 
plan primarily talks about the economic benefits, spending several pages on this topic 
(discussed later). In comparison with the executive summary, the participants primarily 
recognized the ecological, recreation, and education benefits but not necessarily the 
economic, cultural, protection of the working landscape, alternative transportation or 
influence of the urban form benefits. It is unclear if the committee feels that all of these 
benefits should be carried forward since they are not in the plan and weren't described in 
their interviews. It is really vague what this greenway plan is attempting to accomplish; 
specifically what the types of greenways are to be implemented and is there support for these 
types of greenways? Following the preferences of the participants, emphasis should be 
placed on developing greenways for ecological, recreational, and educational benefits. This 
is a change from both the executive summary and the plan. Although it is recognized that 
these other issues may be important too, they are not preferred needs or desires of the 
stakeholders. 
The executive summary also contains a section on the functions of greenways. A 
similar section is not found anywhere else in the framework plan. Interestingly, the 
executive summary describes several of the ecological functions that were important to the 
participants and even the committee members such as wildlife habitat, wildlife movement, 
and a sink for some species. The executive summary provides a good discussion of at least 
some of the ecological issues described by the participants, but it doesn't talk about water 
quality or watershed scale planning which are issues for Central Iowa according to the 
participants. It seems that these are issues that would have surfaced in the meetings but they 
are not reflected in the plan. 
As mentioned above, the executive summary then goes into goals and 
recommendations. These goals and recommendations should be reflective of the 
implementation strategies of the framework plan but their intent is really very different. This 
is most likely a result of the combining of sources to get an executive summary rather than 
preparing the executive summary directly from the plan. The result is a very confusing set of 
documents. The intent of the CIG Committee is unclear. Are they more geared toward the 
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information in the executive summary that will be more widely distributed or the framework 
plan that will be an in-house working document? This is a question that the committee will 
have to answer before they can share a vision of greenways with Central Iowa or even use 
the information contained in the results section of this thesis study. 
Locations of Greenways 
A diagrammatic section, early on in the plan, lays out all of the potential 
locations for greenways. It is broken down into natural corridors, transportation 
corridors, and artificial corridors, which aren't defined. Natural corridors include 
rivers, streams, ridgelines, ravines, bluffs, and wetlands. Participants in the 
interviews most closely identified with the rivers and streams with a few talking 
about wetlands or prairies. The use of bluffs, ravines and ridgelines as a location of 
greenways discussed by the participants was limited to non-existent. This may be 
due to less dramatic topography in Central Iowa or the fact that the current 
greenways that exist are located mostly along rivers. In either case, it is important 
that the committee recognize that the individuals are only seeing the greenways as 
located in riparian areas. 
The participants were comfortable with the use of abandoned railroads as a 
location for greenways but not highway rights of way or scenic byways. Only two 
individuals discussed how greenways could be scenic byways or roadways. For 
one individual this meant areas like the Loess Hills or the Great Mississippi River 
Road but for another it meant greenways along scenic, gravel roads that are not 
heavily traveled. The overhanging vegetation was a significant part of this 
definition. However, in direct response to these positive spins on the greenways 
being located along a transportation oriented corridor, another individual felt that 
the greenways should not be roads or roadside ditches, even though there may be 
significant areas of native vegetation located there. He was concerned that this 
might confuse people on what exactly greenways are and lead them into believing 
that all roads are greenways. 
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In this case, it is likely that these transportation-oriented locations are desired by the 
committee or even used in other places but they are not reflective of the individuals who 
attended the meetings. Some caution should be taken when applying these roadside locations 
of greenways to Central Iowa. 
Benefits 
In the same diagrammatic sketch, some greenway values are listed. Many of these 
values can be equated to the benefits given by the participants and even the committee 
members in their interviews. These values are similar in intent to the benefits discussed in 
the executive summary; although the wording matches the language that participants and 
committee members used during the interviews better than in the executive summary. Of the 
ten values listed only the one relating to increased social interaction wasn't common among 
the interviewees. Only one committee member thought social interaction was a benefit. 
The plan does have a section on greenway benefits, but it is entirely geared toward 
the economic benefits of greenways. It doesn't consider the recreation or wildlife benefits 
without putting a dollar amount to them. It is written to promote greenways to the business 
interests. It is as though this section is being presented directly to the chamber of commerce. 
The information gained in the interviews indicates that a majority of the individuals are 
concerned with this sort of approach to greenways because it undermines the natural or 
cultural integrity of the greenway. 
One individual was particularly vocal indicating that often, residential developments 
adjacent to greenways are used to sell the greenway concept. The result is a compromised 
greenway and more development. On the other hand, a few individuals were concerned that 
there must be a balance between the economics and ecology. A couple of participants 
discussed how greenways could be used to attract development and how businesses would 
locate in communities that had greenways. This spiel could have come directly from the plan 
or information that the participants were given at the public meetings since the slide 
transcript from the meeting shows that there was definitely a discussion on how greenways 
could be used for these purposes. Other individuals were more creative and talked about how 
Iowa could use a statewide greenway system as a tourism mechanism and indicated groups 
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such as the chamber of commerce or local resource conservation and development (RC&D) 
organizations could be of use in developing this concept. One individual even talked about 
how private landowners could be approached to allow canoe access on their lands, acting as a 
type of recreational/tourism activity. Two individuals plus a committee member talked about 
how the rivers ( as greenways) could be used to revitalize downtown areas creating a different 
type of economic activity that wasn't covered in the plan or the executive summary. 
While this approach of selling greenways may be warranted to gaining support from 
certain factions, the information gained in the interviews suggests that several participants do 
not favor this approach. These individuals tended to be more focused on environmental 
issues in general. A thorough understanding of the audience to which you are attempting to 
gain support for greenways is necessary. It will determine how you describe greenways or 
even the type of greenway that is implemented. Certainly, a demographic and opinion 
analysis of Central Iowa will be necessary. At any rate, only having the economic sell in the 
plan and not the recreational or ecological sell weakens the plan according to the findings in 
this thesis study. 
There was a concern by the participants about ecological benefits. For instance, the 
participants had much to say about the ecology of greenways. There seemed to be an over 
arching indication that there are problems with the way the ecosystems in Iowa are currently 
functioning - there is too much CO2 in the atmosphere, the landscape (ecosystems) is 
fragmented, there are flooding issues, losses of wildlife diversity are increasing, and finally 
there is a loss of native vegetation. Two individuals talked about the fact that many 
ecosystems have been broken up by agriculture and urban development. There are few 
continuous areas left; but there is a need to return to a state of connected native ecosystems. 
The participants talked about greenways storing water, which is an issue in Iowa. because of 
the trend toward annual flooding events that are destroying more and more property every 
year. A need for vegetation to serve as a carbon sink was recognized, but it was also 
recognized that there must be restoration because the vegetation is limited. One participant 
was very clear that the restoration should be with local ecotype seeds and plants. Another 
participant pointed out how different greenways functions are found in different types of 
greenways and we must develop the greenways according to the function that is desired. For 
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example, a greenway that is primarily a trail is sufficiently protected with a 100 foot buffer 
for the trail; however if the greenway is to serve as wildlife habitat then the greenway must 
be at least a quarter mile wide to support the wildlife. Last, one individual talked about the 
issue of greenways serving as a sink for many animals. Predators often thrive in linear 
environments where there is a lot edge habitat, creating a higher rate of mortality than would 
be otherwise expected in a larger habitat patch. This individual went on to talk briefly about 
the on-going debates of whether a single large or several small habitat parcels connected by 
linear corridors is a better approach for maintaining quality wildlife habitat. None of this 
discussion is present in the plan or the executive summary but was clearly stated in the 
interviews with the participants and to a lesser extent with some of the committee members. 
The cultural benefits were only brought up by a few of the participants, but these 
interests are non-existent in the plan. Greenways, according to the participants, are a place to 
store history and link to the past. The greenways can be mapped and by doing this the 
history can be preserved. Although the greenway definition given in the plan says areas of 
cultural and historical resources can be part of a greenway, there is nothing in the plan that 
either speaks to how these areas can be protected or specific development standards that 
should be applied to the greenway areas. 
Development Standards 
There is a section in the plan that lays out some really general design guidelines for 
greenways. This is an attempt by the consultant to perhaps address some of the issues raised 
in the participant interviews ( and most likely public meetings) about degradation as a result 
of development near or in greenways. The guidelines say that there should be no 
development within fifty feet of the greenway setback, but there are many problems with this 
standard. First, it only relates to greenways that are along rivers, but not the other natural or 
human-made corridors discussed earlier in the plan. The standards state that certain types of 
development could be allowed within this setback if the development is dependent on the 
land. It is vague what these instances might be. The participant interviews clearly discuss 
some of these issues. One individual talked about the compromises that occur in greenway 
setbacks that create degradation to the resource. Another individual talked about trails and 
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how they can degrade the resource as well if not properly sited. The guidance in this plan 
refers the greenway planner to the Iowa statewide Trails Plan (not out for public review yet), 
but there is little information on whether this plan will provide the standards that are 
necessary to prevent degradation. 
There is a small section on vegetation and the need to plant a canopy with understory 
structure. It is suggested that one tree be planted every twenty feet with one understory tree 
or shrub every two feet. This information assumes that the greenways are only along rivers 
and that the trees are the only vegetation type that needs to be restored. There are some 
instances where the greenways should be planted with native prairie instead of trees. 
Although the plan suggests native plants be used, there is an option for approval of non-
native materials through a review (by who is not stated). This information is not necessarily 
harmonious with the individuals that talked about restoration. They talked about the need to 
restore prairie and woodlands and use only local ecotype seeds and plants. Here, in the 
standards section, the plan doesn't conform to the more ecological concerns and desires of 
the participants. 
Further, this section doesn't recognize the standards needed to protect water quality, 
wildlife habitat, or cultural/historical resources. Much more research is needed on these 
issues. The book Ecology of Greenways by Daniel Smith and Paul Hellmund begins to look 
at the water quality and wildlife habitats, as do several other studies on wildlife corridors, 
landscape linkages, and landscape ecology. However, there is still a lot that must be learned 
if greenways are to function in this capacity. So, although the plan doesn't necessarily reflect 
the understanding and attitudes of the individuals towards greenways, it must be pointed out 
that there is still a great deal of research needed on these topics. The design standards must 
make sure to point out that the visual characteristics or viewing corridors of greenways are 
important and must be preserved to the extent possible in greenways. This is important as 
many individuals recognize that greenways soften the urban landscape, especially the 
concrete, providing a place of escape. This is a visual escape as well as physical escape. 
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Greenway Opportunities 
Scattered throughout the plan are various sections that identify potential greenways or 
connections within the greenway system, including trails, rivers, highways, and railroads. 
Being so scattered throughout the plan, these sections are confusing. They don't necessarily 
reflect any of the information gathered in the interviews except perhaps that an inventory of 
greenway resources and potential is necessary as called for by some of the interviewees. In 
and of themselves these sections are pretty limited. Further, there is little information about 
natural greenways and instead the focus is on human-made infrastructure. The natural 
features, as identified in the diagrammatic sketch on greenway location, would be helpful for 
the committee as they explain these locations to stakeholders and citizens since these 
greenway types aren't widely recognized. Further, there is a need to either educate 
stakeholders on the other less recognized types of greenways like roads or think about 
removing them from the plan. 
When looking at opportunities for greenways and considering them as part of a 
regional greenway system it is important to remember scale. This issue was brought up by 
several participants. The issue of scale ranged from the need for a statewide scale to the use 
of watershed in determining scale. From a political standpoint a statewide greenway plan 
may be easier to implement. This has been done in a couple of states such as Florida and 
Rhode Island. In following with the more ecological processes, the watershed scale is more 
appropriate and desirable and is nicely described by one participant who describes 
watersheds as a wonderful tool to teach people how natural systems function. It helps people 
to understand where they are in the landscape and hopefully how to better take care of the 
landscape, which is a goal of the participants, the committee, and the plan. Therefore, more 
consideration of the greenway scale needs to be added to the plan, especially a larger scale 
than is currently being considered, i.e. statewide or watershed. 
Issues and Implementation Strategies as Taken from the Public Meetings 
In the first series of public meetings, there were nine major issues identified. These 
issues include: resource protection and management, greenways compatible with other uses, 
public education and awareness, link the Central Iowa region together, resolve conflicts with 
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owners and developers, funding and partnerships, inter-governmental cooperation, project 
planning and prioritization, and project coordination and management. All of these issues 
were addressed frequently in the interviews with the exception of the greenways compatible 
with other uses and resolve conflicts with owners and developers. In terms of the landowners 
and developers, the participants felt that these groups should be looked upon to help with 
greenway implementation but didn't seem to indicate that there was conflict necessarily. 
The implementation strategies were the result of the third series of meetings. The 
strategies included: recognition and acceptance of the plan, coordination of a "team" effort 
with shared responsibilities; coordination with and formation of government agencies to 
develop partners; identification and contacting of any individuals or parcels of lands that can 
help implement the green ways; education and awareness of what greenways are and what 
they can do; exposure of Central Iowa Greenways through media coverage, presentation, 
workshops, and funding and financial assistance. Again, these goals are similar to what was 
discussed in the interviews. 
The information contained in the plan, not the executive summary, is similar to the 
information that was obtained in the interviews except that the interviews are much more 
specific. The slight differences or framing of material is likely a result of the way the 
information was obtained, i.e. interviews versus public meetings or general surveys used at 
the public meetings. To better the implementation of the plan, there are some issues from the 
interviews that need to be discussed in more depth. First, there is a need to understand what 
motivates people to protect greenways. 
According to the participants there are many ways to motivate people to implement 
greenways or at least accept greenways including education, love, taking pride in the 
community, or scare tactics. Of course the NIMBY syndrome is always present. One 
individual commented she wouldn't go out of her way for/against greenways unless it was in 
her backyard. Sometimes it is just getting people angry because they truly care about 
something that motivates them. The fact is, for individuals to personally become involved in 
greenways they must be personally affected. Sometimes the motivation is situational. One 
participant indicated that in the case of Chichaqua Bottoms, the floods made implementing 
greenways easy. The Skunk River Greenbelt is another example given where the situation 
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and opposition to the situation, in this case a reservoir, made implementing greenways 
possible. 
The second issue relating to implementation is zoning. There were quite extensive 
discussions on zoning during the interviews; however, the implementation strategies don't 
really consider zoning. According to one individual, the problems relating to unhindered 
growth that plagued many of the individual interviews were the direct result of the planning 
and zoning commissions since they are a tool of real estate and the developers. He felt the 
citizens had little control over the zoning. Other individuals expressed the need to work with 
developers, or at least a need to keep the developers out of the areas zoned for greenways or 
protection. Someone else pointed out that if the land is zoned agricultural it has more 
protection and must undergo certain inventories that aren't done for other types of zoning. 
These examples point out that there is a need for a consistent zoning ordinance between the 
counties and cites, but the reality is that these zoned areas must then be enforced; and the 
enforcement is difficult. Another individual was concerned that the courts have lessened the 
powers of zoning. So, although zoning can be a powerful tool as the participants have 
mentioned, some thought must be given by the committee and the jurisdictions implementing 
zoning in order to make zoning an effective tool for implementing greenways. 
Maps 
The maps created in this plan are a good start to the inventory called for by many of 
the interviewees. They are a quick way to reference the material and can be easily updated. 
However, as was pointed out by one of the committee members, there are some data errors. 
These errors could ( and should) be easily corrected with some windshield surveys. 
Additional information could be added to these maps to make them more useful as a planning 
tool. Features such as land use, unique landforms, prime wildlife habitat, or streams in dyer 
need of protection could be added. These features would not only help identify additional 
greenway areas but also help the committee prioritize greenway areas that are critically 
important such as those in threat of being destroyed by urban land use. Right now the maps 
are very general and conceptual. This additional information could help make them better 
planning tools. 
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An additional comment about the maps, they need to be put in a form that can be 
distributed to the public. The individuals interviewed were curious about the proposed 
greenway system and indicated a desire to have a map that would allow them to at least use 
the existing greenway systems. As the maps are currently, they are only useable by the 
committee and the individuals or groups (planning departments or park and recreation 
departments) whom the committee decides to reproduce sections of the maps for. This really 
limits the use of these maps. 
Action Plan 
Before getting into the specific sections of the action plan, it is important to note that 
one individual definitely felt that no more greenway expansion was necessary; there are more 
than enough greenway areas. Two other individuals were cautious about how much 
expansion should take place, indicating that this decision should only take place after 
inventories are completed and criteria defined for how much greenway area is needed. 
Another was careful to point out he felt uncomfortable with converting developed urban 
areas back to greenways. This directly contrasted with the remainder of the participants that 
felt that hands down greenways should be expanded. The point of this conversation is to 
point out that even within a group that supported greenways there was some hesitancy about 
expanding the greenways. This hesitancy may become magnified among individuals that 
don't support greenways or don't know what greenways and their benefits are. The 
committee should take this into account as they proceed to work through the action plan for 
implementing greenways. 
The action plan is broken down into the six goals. These goals were established 
during the planning process and public meetings. They include: link Central Iowa, resource 
management, resolve conflict, education, coordination, and fund raising. The intent of the 
action plan is to help the committee get greenways implemented in Central Iowa. However, 
the steps are rather vague and don't necessarily incorporate the specific types of information 
gathered in the interviews. Therefore, the committee can use the information gathered in this 
thesis study as they move through the action plan to make specific decisions. 
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Link Central Iowa 
Under this goal, there were three objectives- connect existing trails and other 
community assets, link the region's population centers, and plan expansion into surrounding 
counties. The first objective is the heart of the plan and isn't disputed by any of the 
individuals interviewed, with perhaps the exception of the few individuals that don't want 
greenway expansion. The linking of population centers is in a bit of a contrast to the 
interviewees' ideas. They really see the greenways as a means to maintain their rural 
character or community quality, which they value. This rural feeling includes separation 
from other neighbors and communities. This idea of linking population centers may be more 
warranted if these individuals felt that greenways were really a source of transportation 
where linking between the population centers is important. In terms of expanding to other 
counties, two individuals expressed a desire to expand the greenway system to Boone and 
Jasper Counties. This would correspond to others desires to move the greenways to a 
watershed level, which would necessitate other counties. 
Many of the individuals recognized, at some level, that there is a need to base the 
greenway system on a comprehensive inventory of resources in the region. One indicated 
that there is a need to know what to implement and how. Although the how is more of an 
issue of planning, which was also addressed by the interviewees, most of the participants just 
talked about a good inventory. Two individuals gave specific types of inventories that could 
be used. The first participant talked about the need to use GAP principles. The other spoke 
about the "Save the Pieces" program, which is an inventory that looks at areas that are in 
critical need of protection. From these inventories, one participant talked about how maps 
need to be created. He envisioned the maps as similar to a highway map, but this again plays 
into the need for looking at the greenways at a large scale as discussed earlier. 
Once completed, these inventories should then be put into plans - transportation plans 
and comprehensive plans - and used to develop good land use plans according to the 
participants. This will help the committee stop houses from being put in the greenways. As 
part of these plans there should be strategies for protecting cultural and ecological resources. 
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Resource Management 
This section calls for preserving natural resources, cultural resources, and managing 
them on a watershed level. This section, perhaps more than any other, had the most support 
from the interviewees, which is related to their understanding of greenways being primarily 
ecological. The cultural resources were perhaps not thought of so strongly, except for Dallas 
County individuals. Again, the participants interviewed support the importance of a 
watershed scale management approach. 
Along with the issue of having zoning to protect the greenways, management is also 
an important means for protecting greenways. For one individual this management must 
come at the watershed level. Others talked about what should be included in the 
management such as prairie burns and ecological restoration. The money necessary to 
manage the greenways was an issue for other participants. One thought that tax dollars set 
aside for conservation should be used for maintenance, while another believed that local 
funds and private contributions should be used for managing the areas. Either way, 
management and how it is paid for is an issue that the CIG Committee must contend with as 
they implement greenways. 
Resolve Conflict 
Compatibility of land uses is the focus of this section. It calls for preserving 
greenways in context with surrounding land uses as well as cultural, historical, natural, and 
transportation sites. This section also considered the impacts of trails on natural areas or 
adjoining land uses. The need to look at other land uses is important to the idea of 
influencing urban form as discussed in the executive summary, but these ideas were not 
directly addressed in the interviews. Instead, the participants indicated a need for good 
planning so that the current land use patterns aren't repeated. The participants are looking at 
something larger than the greenways; they are looking at community land use issues. Many 
of the issues people were talking about with regard to land use related to growth 
management. 
Other cities, counties, and states have looked to greenways as a means to deal with 
growth, in particular sprawl. This is not the case for Iowa. One committee member noted 
that a conscious decision was made not to talk about sprawl or growth as part of this plan. 
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However, by looking at the participant interviews, it is clear that growth is an issue for the 
residents both urban and rural alike. It is a weakness from this perspective that the 
committee chose not to look at growth and growth management as at least an element of this 
plan. Greenways are an interface between urban and rural areas in this conflict zone where 
sprawl is occurring. Further, greenways are connectors between areas and protectors of 
resources, which are important features to any growth management plan. Certainly, the CIG 
Framework Plan is not a growth management plan nor should it be, but it should take 
advantage of what it can contribute as a solution to sprawl. 
This section also looked at working with landowners to protect the land and 
developers to secure the land prior to development. Both of these issues were important to 
the interviewees. 
Education 
This section emphasized conducting a public dialogue about the CIG process and 
establishing a procedure for public relations. As noted in the interviews, the people have 
been left wondering what happened to the process, so this objective is not being well met. In 
terms of setting up a procedure for public relations, the information from the interviews 
provides many ideas for ways to inform the public about greenways, including hiring a 
public relations person, which is one procedure that could be used. In this section on 
education, many of the items that were discussed in the interviews were left out of the plan, 
including the use of schools and media. Both are important for getting the word out. 
The use of environmental education and interpretation is left out of the action plan, 
however, many individuals thought that education, including environmental education, was 
important for getting greenways implemented. Environmental education is a means for 
appreciating greenways, as one individual indicated, and helps establish relationships with 
the flora and fauna according to another. These viewpoints about environmental education 
are not in the plan at all. On one hand, since this is a document for the committee, it may be 
all right, but by not acknowledging the benefits, the committee may be short sighting itself 
on the educational opportunities for the greenways. 
One thing that these participants didn't necessarily recognize, nor was it recognized 
in the plan, was that for many of the individuals, including the committee members, some of 
119 
the understanding of greenways came from personal experience. Without necessarily 
knowing what greenways were, many individuals learned to understand what greenways 
were about, where they were located, and how they functioned. Their life experiences 
shaped their understanding of greenways, whether they grew up on the river, hunted the 
bottomlands, or learned to care for the land through farming. The life experiences of 
someone observing the natural processes and changes over time are a piece of education that 
is difficult to replicate because of time. Some of these individuals have spent their whole 
lives learning about the outdoors and at least some aspects of greenways. This information 
about life experiences points to the critical element of experiential education that must be 
part of any strategy to inform people about greenways. 
Coordination 
Coordinating management, establishing priorities for greenways, and establishing 
intergovernmental procedures are discussed in this section. There is certainly a need for 
intergovernmental procedures when one looks at the disparities in zoning in counties or the 
lack of trust that was discussed in the interviews. It is nevertheless critical if any of the 
benefits are to be realized that these issues are dealt with. 
In order to accomplish anything with a regional greenway system there must be some 
kind of political backing. The political backing affects necessary legislation and perhaps 
more importantly needed financial support. One of the participants speaks about the need to 
lobby politicians to get their support. He believes that volunteers can be used to successfully 
lobby politicians since it is a conflict of interest for the CIG Committee to do so. He begins 
with acknowledging the lack of political backing for greenways and continues into the need 
for a broad base support for greenways. Another participant saw a different kind of issue in 
Central Iowa. There is a lack of cooperation between the elected officials. This issue lends 
itself to no political will in the region. 
Fund Raising 
Many of the seven objectives discussed in this section represent the funding means 
that were discussed in the interviews. However, the steps for accomplishing these objectives 
are written such that they describe how to get the funding described by the participants. This 
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is a good approach taken by the plan. Perhaps the different funding sources can be 
incorporated into these steps. These seven steps include: establish a greenways alliance; 
explore partnerships with and financial commitments from public and private sector interests; 
seek long term funding commitments from local, county, state, and federal governments; 
identify other potential sources of funds; seek acquisitions from willing landowners; evaluate 
economic impacts on property values and tax revenue, and develop a funding plan. 
In order to establish the greenways in an expedient manner and in good conscience, 
so to speak, several participants spoke to the creation of a task force or greenway alliance. 
As one individual put it, there needs to be a front group that can push greenways and educate 
the general public about their importance. Another believed that this group should resemble 
more of a public advisory committee that would oversee the actions made by the CIG 
Committee and agencies involved with the greenways. This would ensure that the public 
interests are being considered in the greenway establishment. For another individual this 
group would function similarly to the trails advisory group that he belongs to. Two other 
participants talked about creating a foundation that could help to fund the greenways. One 
individual thought the foundation could either take the shape of a conservation foundation or 
a community foundation that would focus on quality of life issues including greenways. 
There are many ways the CIG Committee could choose to organize their coordination efforts. 
There does seem to be support for the creation of an external greenways organization that 
could help with the tasks listed above. 
Perhaps the most critical objective listed in this section is the last one, which indicates 
the need to set up a funding plan. In terms of fund raising the committee needs to remain 
aware of the participants willingness to fund greenways. For example, as discussed in the 
implementation issues section, they are against bond issues and taxes are only acceptable 
with certain restrictions and time periods. As well the use of user fees and permits were an 
acceptable way to fund greenways privately. 
Concluding Thoughts 
The CIG Committee needs to be aware of the issues described in this chapter. They 
need to think about the issues that work or don't work in the context of their plan. In some 
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cases this means the CIG Committee may need to refine their plan or work harder to educate 
and promote the issues/goals/strategies identified in the plan. The committee will need to 
remain focused on the task of implementing the greenway and in some instances get more 
focused on this task. They will certainly need to decide whether the objectives set forth in 
the executive summary or the ones in the plan are the direction they want to take the regional 
green way system. The research completed as part of this thesis study definitely indicates that 
the plan and not the executive summary should be followed. 
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CHAPTER 6. SUMMARY 
Relationship to Questions Studied 
The mission of the Central Iowa Greenways Framework Plan (2000) is to "develop a 
shared vision for greenways among the public and private sector in rapidly developing 
Central Iowa, that fosters a conservation ethic, conserves natural and cultural resources and 
contributes to the economic health of the region." The Central Iowa Greenways Committee 
has come together to establish a vision of a regional greenway system that serves ecological, 
social, and economic needs of the region. However, this being the desire of the committee, it 
is important that they understand the knowledge about, attitudes towards, and perceptions of 
greenways in Central Iowa. This understanding is important for devising the education and 
implementation strategies needed to reach this shared vision of a regional greenway system. 
To aid the committee in developing the action plan of a regional greenway system, this thesis 
study obtained certain necessary information. The information was gathered from a group of 
stakeholders in Central Iowa identified by the CIG Committee. The actual interviewees were 
selected from the stakeholders involved in the planning process for the framework plan that 
was developed. 
This first objective of the study, to understand the perceptions, attitudes, and 
knowledge of greenways, showed that even within the people that participated in the 
planning process there was little consistency in their vision of a greenway. As the results 
section shows, there are many visions of what a greenway is in Central Iowa. The common 
elements are vegetation (green), naturalness, recreation, and escape from the urban 
environment and pressures of growth; but the nuances of the definitions indicate that there 
isn't exactly a collective vision of greenways. For some, greenways include hunting and 
agriculture, but for others greenways should have very little human presence, including trails. 
Many of the individuals interviewed, however, were in agreement that neither road rights-of-
way nor scenic byways were acceptable greenways. This sentiment, to a lesser extent, also 
applied to alternative transportation. The benefits stated by the individuals vary just as much 
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in their nuances as the greenway definitions did. This vague vision of greenways and their 
benefits is reflected in the plan. 
It is not clear if the participants' vision was incorporated into the plan or if the authors 
of the plan attempted to guide the understanding of the participants through the vagueness of 
the plan. The plan describes greenways as many very different things and attempts to make 
greenways applicable to every situation. Some may argue that this vagueness of greenways 
is what makes greenways special and that the vagueness is nothing more than flexibility as a 
means to protect natural and cultural resources. Others would argue that greenways are 
trying to be too many things to too many people and in doing so lose sight of what it is they 
are trying to accomplish. This was mentioned by one committee member who expressed that 
greenways can't become the only way to protect the natural/cultural resources oflowa. 
While the understanding of greenways varied significantly among the interviewees, 
there was consistency among the stakeholders and the CIG Committee that greenways are 
good and should be expanded. Some participants interviewed have always been for land 
protection and greenways while, for others, the importance of greenways is more recent but 
still highly supported. There is, at least, consistency that greenways are good and should be 
expanded. However, when compared with other community issues, the priority placed on 
greenways lessens. For some green ways remain critical, but for others more pressing issues 
are prioritized above greenways, even among the committee members. This demonstrates 
that developing a shared vision of greenways in Central Iowa is a complex issue. So even if 
the vision of what greenways are would have been completely synonymous, there are many 
other factors that play into greenways and the implementation of them, such as community 
issues, personal values, and agency constraints. 
In terms of implementing green ways, the ways by which the participants felt that 
greenways were best implemented varied a great deal. Some thought that greenways should 
be outright purchased, while others believed that conservation easements should be utilized 
more. Still others thought legislation and developer exactions were the way to implement 
greenways. Funding was just as varied as implementation, with one notable trend observed. 
There was little support for bonds in funding greenways by the participants even though 
favored by the CIG Committee. Taxes, on the other hand, may be acceptable to the 
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participants as long as the taxes were for a set time and purpose; in contrast, only two 
committee members discussed taxes and they were split on their use. Education, like 
funding, was considered a key component of implementing greenways. The focus of the 
education was quite different as were the audiences, ranging from children to adults. 
The general summaries of the interview results demonstrate that a consistent vision of 
greenways doesn't exist in the four counties. This was confirmed by the specific questions 
asked about differences between the participants. The GIS analysis showed no consistent 
vision of greenways between those that lived in rural areas or in urban areas, in close 
proximity to the greenway, or in close proximity to each other; and there were no significant 
patterns of vision between the counties. On the other hand, the first question, which sought 
to answer whether or not an increased knowledge of greenways leads one to favor 
greenways, in most instances seemed to hold true. Individuals stated that they know more 
about greenways now and as a result are also more in favor of them. A word of caution 
about the results of this question, there were a couple of individuals that just didn't have any 
interest in the outdoors and attended the meetings out of a professional obligation; thus their 
increased knowledge about greenways had little affect on their affinity toward greenways. 
This brief overview shows that definition, implementation, and attitude, which all 
make up the vision of a greenway, are not consistent among th~ different stakeholders. Does 
this mean that the plan is failed or that there is little hope to accomplish a four county 
greenway system without a consistent vision? Probably not, but what it does mean is that the 
Central Iowa Greenways Committee must be aware of these differences and be able to 
respond to them in each segment of greenway that is implemented. As well, it means that the 
analysis of the plan becomes even more important. 
The analysis of the plan was intended to compare the understanding of greenways of 
those interviewed with the findings/suggestions of the plan. In other words, is the plan a 
reflection of the individuals that it is trying to represent? The analysis showed that there is 
very little consistency between the executive summary and the actual plan. While the 
executive summary places a great deal of emphasis on ecological functions of greenways, the 
plan spends a great deal of time talking about the economic advantages and reasons for 
greenways. Certainly, ecological understanding of a greenway was more valued by the 
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participants in the interviews. Of course, there was a concern about how economic interests 
would win out over ecological concerns, but some of the individuals did see the greenways 
for their economic values. Neither the plan nor the executive summary spent much time 
talking about the escape from the urban area that greenways provided, which was important 
to many of those individuals interviewed. Education was a big component that was 
described in the CIG Framework Plan and became an important component of the interviews. 
The idea of the greenway as a connector was also an important component in both the 
interviews and the plan. 
The CIG Framework Plan had a lot of sections scattered throughout like roads, 
railroads, rivers, and existing trails that really made little sense with regards to the questions 
and issues posed by the interviewees or even the plan's mission. The plan was lacking when 
it came to research on how to fund, implement (other than a list), and manage greenways, all 
of which were issues to the participants and committee members. The plan did address 
inventorying natural resources to develop a base for implementing the greenways and 
coordinating the implementation process through a greenways alliance or task force. Surveys 
used during the first series of public meeting workshops showed that at least part of the 
information that was gained was limited. Although the process for developing the plan was 
supported by many participants, it is difficult to determine what type of information was 
really gained from them. Perhaps these factors account for the nuances in the greenway 
vision. The research in this thesis study was much more detailed and will hopefully provide 
the CIG Committee with some of the in-depth understanding that was requested by them in 
their interviews. To this end there are some general recommendations that came out of the 
research and discussion that should be considered by the CIG Committee. 
Recommendations to Central Iowa Greenways Committee 
• Get the plan document or summary into the hands of the people as soon as possible. 
It is important to have closure on at least the planning phase of this project. While a 
good plan is intended to be dynamic and flexible, this process of an evolving plan 
cannot happen if the plan is not out and into the hands of the stakeholders for which it 
was intended. Some closure with the participants is suggested, perhaps a brief 
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introduction to the plan or follow up letter; a map of the greenways system is also 
suggested. It is important that these maps be accurate. This would help answer the 
participants' questions of what happened to the plan. 
• The plan needs to be incorporated into municipal or county comprehensive plans and 
parks and recreation plans, as well as into the strategic plans of the conservation 
groups that can help with implementation. The plan is not intended to be a stand 
alone document; therefore it must become part of these other decision-guiding 
documents. Early circulation of the CIG Framework Plan to the various planning and 
parks directors will help gain the support needed to incorporate the CIG system into 
their respective plans. This means that their comments/ critique of the CIG 
Framework Plan as it relates to their jurisdiction is an important element that will 
need to be incorporated into the framework plan as it evolves. 
• The counties need to be actively involved in zoning to protect the greenways from 
encroachment by development. The zoning needs to be consistent between the 
counties. Perhaps a regional county zoning initiative, like an overlay zone, could be 
incorporated into the city and county zoning ordinances. Overlay zones are specific 
to one land use, in this case greenways, and have more stringent regulations on what 
is allowed in the zone. There should be criteria for the different types of greenways 
including use and function. For example, the zoning for a trail greenway would be 
different than an urban revitalization greenway or a wildlife corridor. 
• Developers need to be involved in the greenways. While one city has been successful 
in getting greenways through exaction, developers need to be brought into the process 
in all of the counties and municipalities. Developers potentially have the most impact 
in the development of greenways in new growth areas. For areas already developed, 
it is difficult to establish greenways, but there is a large opportunity to establish 
greenways concurrently with development. This both protects the resource and 
creates a desirable residential subdivision. The use of conservation subdivisions may 
be a tool to help get this point across to developers. See Randall Arendt's book 
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Conservation design for subdivisions: A practical guide to creating open space 
networks. This strategy requires that a listing of high priority greenways be 
established as soon as possible based on a comprehensive inventory. 
• Create an in-depth digital inventory of greenway resources in the four counties. The 
framework plan is currently based on public parks, riparian corridors, trails, and 
special places identified in the meetings but these areas should be field checked. 
Additional information such as land use, cultural features, unique landforms, and 
wildlife habitat for different wildlife species, for example, should be obtained. This 
information could be used to help establish priorities for implementing greenway 
segments. 
• Develop a greenways task force. This may be similar to the greenway alliance 
proposed in the action plan but there needs to be coordinating agency that works with 
education, public relations, funding, lobbying, and working on intergovernmental 
cooperation. See Chapter 5 for discussion of the greenway alliance 
• Lobby state legislators, county boards of supervisors, and city councils for support of 
the greenways. The support may be in the form of better zoning or statewide 
legislation. For example, the law that prevents condemnation for trails could be 
repealed or a right of first purchase law enacted. Some interviewees felt a statewide 
initiative is important. This could be initiated but there must be both political and 
financial backing. Funding will perhaps be the most critical element of the 
legislation. Greenways can only be developed with considerable volunteer work and 
agency resources. More money must be made available to secure grants and acquire 
green ways. 
• Get the word out about the plan. This includes developing a website about greenways 
in Central Iowa. A website could be developed and hosted on the agency websites or 
perhaps at a discounted rate through a local provider. The website should include a 
GIS based mapping component so the citizens can see the different types of 
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information that have been gathered as part of the greenway inventory. A second 
source is developing newsletter articles and getting them in every public and private 
newsletter available in the area. A newspaper article in all the local papers should be 
considered as well. Finally, if presentations are to be given, a library of slides should 
be developed including aerial photography of the four county region. Aerial 
photography can be an important source of information showing not only patterns in 
the landscape but change as well. This is important because of the rapidly changing 
landscape in Central Iowa. 
• To the extent possible, consider how greenways can be part or at least to contribute to 
growth management in Central Iowa. The strengths of the plan, its comprehensive, 
regional approach and inclusion of citizens, make it a worthy tool for growth 
management, even though its stated goal was not specifically growth management. 
However, remember greenways are a tool, not a growth management strategy. 
Greenways cannot single handily solve the problems associated with sprawl. Instead, 
greenways need to focus on what they can provide. They can connect the landscape 
at many levels, influence urban form, and ensure the citizen's quality of life by 
protecting their natural and cultural resources and providing recreation. The 
committee should consider working closely with organizations such as the planning 
commissions, Des Moines MPO, and special interest groups to make contributions to 
the efforts of growth management in Central Iowa as this is obviously a concern by 
many of the participants and the committee members. 
• Strengthen the CIG Framework Plan using the information gathered in this thesis 
study and include additional technical information, such as more extensive 
development standards. Comprehensiveness and technical rigor add to the validity of 
a plan. This is important because plans are often referenced in grant applications or 
during corporate fundraising. If the project, as evidenced by the plan, is weak, then it 
is less likely to be funded. Therefore, efforts must be made to strengthen the Plan so 
it can be used to obtain financial backing. As well, having a strong technical plan 
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will enable the CIG Committee to solicit support from the state agencies, legislators, 
and citizens more easily. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
As summarized, this study gives the CIG Committee an in-depth data set from which 
they can work towards implementing the plan. However, as mentioned in the limitations of 
the study, the study really only looks at the individuals that were involved in the CIG public 
meeting workshops more than once. This leaves two groups of identified stakeholders who 
weren't interviewed, including 146 individuals who were invited to attend the public 
meetings but chose to participate in only one meeting. The other group of stakeholders are 
the ones that were invited to attend the CIG public meetings, but chose to attend none. There 
were 1263 individuals invited to attend in the four counties and 1115 fit this category of not 
attending the public workshops. 
Both of these groups (those that attended once and those that didn't attend at all) are 
important to understand. They were identified by the CIG as important stakeholders in the 
process, yet the greenways weren't of enough interest to them or there were other constraints 
such as time that kept them from being involved. Either way, more needs to be learned from 
these individuals, especially developers and legislators. If these stakeholder groups aren't 
involved, it may be difficult to get support from other groups that weren't identified by the 
CIG Committee as stakeholders to the process. Groups that weren't invited to participate, 
however, are also important. It is perhaps vague who these individuals are without further 
analysis of the individuals that were invited to participate. This group would most certainly 
be the general public. A point of importance is that the CIG Committee identified a 
particular group of stakeholders, but there are other stakeholders that weren't identified by 
the CIG Committee, such as users and school groups, and consequently were not invited to 
participate. 
An additional item for research is a model of education that can be used for 
greenways. There are several curriculums for environmental education that are available 
however none of them are specific to greenways. Greenways provide a unique function in 
the landscape that isn't necessarily addressed by traditional environmental education or 
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interpretation programs. Greenways were discussed earlier as an interface between urban 
and rural areas, development and natural resources, and public and private interests. They 
offer several opportunities for learning not only in terms of environmental resources but in 
how everything fits together into a larger picture. Environmental education does a good job 
at looking at the whole natural ecosystem but often leaves out the human element of the 
ecosystem. This is very critical especially in the gray zone of development/no development 
in which greenways are typically present. 
There is a great opportunity to use greenways as resources to explain and educate the 
individual about how these gray zones function. Benefits, threats, and local actions that can 
preserve the area are potential education topics. The education can be geared to any age but 
the greenway provides an overwhelming opportunity to experience the outdoors first hand 
because of its connections between places and proximity to urban areas. Therefore, 
development of this model is an important topic for future research. 
Finally, as growth management is an important issue in Central Iowa and will likely 
grow in importance, additional study on the relationship between greenways and growth 
management plans is warranted. Many other states are using greenways as part of their 
growth management plans. These states could be studied to see how greenways are 
incorporated into the growth management plan and how this would apply to Iowa, 
specifically the greenway system that is being implemented in Central Iowa. 
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APPENDIX A. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Al. CIG Committee Interview Questions 
A2. Participant Interview Questions 
**Note the format of the interview questions is the original format used in the interviews. 
The questions were reformatted for analysis into the four categories discussed in the 
methods and results chapters. 
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Al. CIG Committee Interview Questions 
Understanding Greenways 
I. Please describe to me, what a greenway is for you. 
What does it look, feel, sound like? 
2. Please describe for me what you see are the purposes of a greenway. 
Do you view greenways as conservation areas? 
Do you see restoration / reconstruction of prairies/woodlands/wetlands as part of 
greenwayareas? 
Do you view greenways as always recreation areas? 
Do you view greenways as cultural or historical areas? 
3. Please describe for me the benefits of a greenway. 
Are there any negative impacts associated with greenways? 
4. What information or experiences have helped shape your knowledge (understanding) of 
green ways? 
5. Has your understanding of greenways changed? 
How is it different? 
Why is it different? 
When did you first learn about greenways? 
Did this change occur over time or recently? 
6. Has your attitude toward greenways changed over time? (Are you more or less in favor 
of greenways) 
If so, how? 
Ifso, why? 
Greenways and the Community /Agency 
7. What are the most important issues in your county (community)? 
8. What priority do you place on existing greenways or the establishment of new 
greenways when compared to these other issues in your county (community)? 
How much support is available in terms of staff resources, funding, etc. ? 
What percent of your budget is directed toward green ways? 
9. Tell me about the existing and proposed greenways/greenbelts in your (community). 
10. Do greenways support the planning mission and objectives of your agency? 
Which ones? 
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Greenway Implementation and Planning 
11. Could you please describe your efforts, either in your county or elsewhere to 
implement a new greenway or strengthen an existing greenway? 
12. What type of planning approach do you favor for creating new or improving existing 
greenways? 
1. Resource assessment, 2. Hubs & corridor approach, 3. Grass roots driven, 4. 
Balanced greenway (do favor one aspect of the process as more important). 
CIG Framework Plan 
13. Describe for me how the greenways in your county fit into the goals, missions, benefits 
of the CIG Framework Plan. 
14. Does the CIG Framework Plan meet your vision of what a greenway is or should be, 
why or why not? 
15. Does the Central Iowa Greenways plan meet the needs of the citizens in your county 
(community), why or why not? 
16. Are there other greenways projects are you familiar with? 
How are they similar/dissimilar from the CIG? 
1 7. Can you tell me about the process that was undertaken to develop the Central Iowa 
Greenways Framework Plan? 
What was your involvement? 
What is your level of satisfaction about the process? 
18. Rate your satisfaction with the CIG plan on a scale of 1 - 100 (1 not at all satisfied,100 
absolutely satisfied) 
Why did you give it this rating? 
What do you think is the strongest part of the CIG Framework Plan and why? 
What do you think is the weakest part of the CIG Framework Plan and why? 
Funding and Education for Greenways 
19. What are the possible funding mechanisms for greenways? 
Which ones do favor? 
20. What is the potential for education related to the green way? 
Where would it occur? 
Who would be responsible? 
21. What do you think is most important to find out from the citizens in your community 
about greenways? 
134 
A2. Participant Interview Questions 
Perception/Concept on Greenways 
1. Please describe to me, what a greenway is for you. 
What does it look, feel, and sound like? 
What images come to mind when you think about a greenway, why? 
__ preservation areas 
__ restored or reconstructed prairie, wetland, woodland areas 
cultural or historical areas 
recreation areas 
__ others (please specify) ______________ _ 
2. Could you describe the purposes / benefits of a greenway. 
3. What sources of information or personal experiences have helped shape your 
understanding (knowledge) of greenways? 
How have these sources been influential? 
4. Do you use greenways? 
Why/ Why Not? 
5. Do you believe greenways as you have defined them are good for Central Iowa? 
Why/Why Not? 
6. Has your attitude about greenways changed over time? 
How? 
Greenways and the Community 
7. What are the most important issues in your community at the present? 
7. Can you prioritize these issues, including greenways? 
Previously, what is your level of support for greenways when compared to these other 
issues in your community ( on a scale of 1-10, 10 being very supportive)? 
9. Earlier, we identified benefits of greenways can you identify the 2-3 most important 
benefits in your community? 
Greenways and the Individual 
10. Do you see any direct benefits of greenways to you? 
What are the benefits? 
If not, why not? 
11. We've talked about issues in your community but what do you value most in your 
community? 
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12. Are these values related to greenways? 
13. Can you give me an example of what you perceive to be an exemplary 
greenway/greenbelt in your county, in Iowa or elsewhere? 
What do you like or dislike about these greenways? 
Can the elements you like about these greenways be incorporated into the CIG? 
14. Have you ever been involved in planning, implementation, or management of other 
greenways? 
Which one(s)? 
What was your involvement? 
15. As CIG proceeds with implementing the framework plan, do you want to be involved in 
the process? 
Why or Why not? 
What type of involvement? 
16. Do you have any concerns related to greenways? 
What are your concerns? 
Why and how could these concerns be minimized? 
17. Do you believe that greenways should be expanded in your community, county, or 
Central Iowa? 
How do you think greenways can be expanded? 
Conservation easements ---
---Purchase of land 
___ Policy changes 
___ Zoning changes 
___ Volunteering to maintain the greenways (restoration, trail 
building, fund raising) 
___ Formation of a greenways council 
___ Ways to gain support 
___ Others (specify) _____________ _ 
If no, Why not? 
18. Do you support an increase in funding for greenways? 
What type of funding increase do you support? 
___ Special tax 
If no, Why not? 
___ Tax increases, which taxes 
___ Grants 
Bonds ---
---Personal donation to fund trail build or purchase of 
conservation easement 
___ Others (specify) __________ _ 
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Greenways and Education 
19. What is the best way to inform people about greenways and the Central Iowa 
Greenways Initiative? 
_Presentations to groups 
_Newspapers 
_TV ads, public service announcements 
_Internet services 
_Others 
20. Do you think that greenways can be used for environmental education? 
Where should it occur and who should be responsible? 
21. Do you participate in environmental education or interpretation programs in your 
community? 
How Often? _______ # per month 
If no, Why not? 
Central Iowa Greenway Meetings 
22. Before attending the CIG meeting(s), did you know what a greenway was? 
23. Did attending the CIG meetings change your understanding of greenways? 
Why? 
How? 
24. Why did you choose to attend these meetings? 
25. THIS QUESTION IS OPTIONAL. 
For a better understanding of representation about the greenway within the 
community, could you please identify what organizations you belong to (including 
your job) where you might inform others about greenways? 
26. Is there anything else related to greenways that you feel is important to share? 
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The following words are often used to describe greenways or greenway functions. How 
similar are they with your definition? 
S=very 4=similar 3=in 
similar between 
Greenbelt 

































Restoration (reconstruction) areas 
Hunting areas 
Others? 
2=not l=not at 
similar all similar 
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APPENDIX B. DISTANCE MAPS 
B 1. Distance to Greenways of Participants with Prior Knowledge of 
Green ways 
B2. Distance to Green ways of Participants that Use Green ways 
B3. Distance to Urban Areas of Participants with Prior Knowledge of 
Green ways 
B4. Distance to Urban Areas of Participants that Use Greenways 
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B 1. Distance to Greenways of Participants with Prior Knowledge of 
Green ways 
0 No Prior Knowledge 
Gl Prior Greenway Knowledge 
D ColJ'lty Boundaries 
Distance to greenways in meters 
0-3617.479 
3617.479- 7234.958 
7234.958 - 10852.437 
10852.437 -14469.916 
1 14469.916 - 18087.395 18087.395 - 21704.874 21704.874 - 25322.353 
- 25322.353 - 28939.832 
- 28939.832-32557.311 
- 32557.311 - 36174.79 
136174.79- 39792.269 39792.269 - 43409.748 43409.748 - 47027.227 
9000 0 9000 18000 Meters - -- -
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B2. Distance to Greenways of Participants that Use Greenways 
® Nonuser 
[!I User 
D Colllty Boundaries 
Distance to greenways in meters 
i 0-3617.479 3617.479- 7234.958 n34.958 - 10852.437 10852.437 -14469.916 
- 14469.916-18087.395 
- 18087.395-21704.874 
- 21704.874 - 25322.353 
- 25322.353 - 28939.832 
- 28939.832- 32557.311 
- 32557.311 - 36174.79 
1 36174.79 - 39792.269 39792.269 - 43409.748 43409.748 - 47027.227 
9000 0 9000 18000 Meters - -- -
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B3. Distance to Urban Areas of Participants with Prior Knowledge of 
Green ways 
® No Prior Knowledge 
0 Prior Greenway Knowledge 
.. Corporate limits 
c::J County Boundaries 
Distance to urban areas in meters 
c:=J O - 8823.23 
.. 8823.23 - 17646.46 
llll 17646.46 - 26469.69 
.. 26469.69 - 35292.92 
llll 35292.92 - 44116.15 
• 
44116.15- 52939.38 
52939.38 - 61762.61 
9000 0 9000 18000 Meters - -- -
~ 61762 61 - 70585 84 . . 
c:=J 70585.84 - 79409.07 
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B4. Distance to Urban Areas of Participants that Use Greenways 
® Non User 
[!] User 
a, Corporate limits 
CJ County Boundaries 
Distance to urban areas in meters 
CJ O - 8823.23 
.. 8823.23-17646.46 
1111 17646.46 - 26469.69 
.. 26469.69 - 35292.92 
111135292.92 - 44116.15 9000 
11111 44116.15- 52939.38 
tllil 52939.38 - 61762.61 
FM1 61762.61 - 10585.84 
O 9000 18000 Meters - -- -
D 10585.84 - 19409.01 
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APPENDIX C. SPATIAL DEPENDENCY 
Cl. Spatial Dependency Table 
C2. Spatial Dependency and Greenway Use 
C3. Spatial Dependency and Prior Greenway Knowledge 
C4. Spatial Dependency and Greenbelts 
C5. Spatial Dependency and Restoration 
C6. Spatial Dependency and Regional Parks 
Value- Nl -Avg N2-Avg 
ID INITIAU Value Avg. Value Abs Diff N 1 value Nl Abs Diff N 2 value N2 Abs Diff N 3 value 
15 ch 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
23 cs 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 l 
5 ek 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 l -0.807692 0.8076923 2 
6 em 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
26 gb 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
13 gc 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
16 gg 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
11 gw 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 l 
3 hj 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 1 -0.807692 0.8076923 2 
19 jh 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
9 jp 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
18 kt 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
4 lb 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
10 lby 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 l -0.807692 0.8076923 2 
12 II 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
7 me 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 -17 mh 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
2 mj 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 1 -0.807692 0.8076923 2 t 
25 mm 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
8 ph 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
21 pj 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 1 -0.807692 0.8076923 2 
24 th 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
20 tk 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
22 wj 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 l -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
1 wl 1 -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 2 
14 wm 2 0.2307692 0.2307692 l -0.769231 0.7692308 2 0.1923077 0.1923077 1 
Mean 1.7692308 0.3550296 1.7692308 0.3550296 1.8076923 0.3106509 1.6153846 
Ratio 1 0.875 1.5238095 
Cl. Spatial Dependency Table 
NJ-Avg N4-Avg 
N3 Abs Diff N 4 value N4 Abs Diff N 5 value 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 1 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 1 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 1 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 1 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 1 -0.884615 0.8846154 l 
0.3846154 0.3846154 1 -0.884615 0.8846154 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 1 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.3846154 0.3846154 1 -0.884615 0.8846154 2 
-0.615385 0.6153846 2 0.1153846 0.1153846 2 
0.4733728 1.8846154 0.204142 1.7692308 
0.43125 1.7391304 
C 1. Continued 
NS-Avg 
NS Abs Diff N mean 
0.2307692 0.2307692 2 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
-0.769231 0.7692308 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 2 
0.2307692 0.2307692 2 
-0.769231 0.7692308 1.8 
-0.769231 0.7692308 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
-0.769231 0.7692308 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 2 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
-0.769231 0.7692308 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
-0.769231 0.7692308 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.6 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.8 
0.2307692 0.2307692 1.6 
0.3550296 1.7692308 
0.2933333 



























































C2. Spatial Dependency and Greenway Use 
® Non User 
GJ User 
- Flood plains D County Boundaries 
9000 0 9000 18000 Meters - -- -
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C3. Spatial Dependency and Prior Greenway Knowledge 
® No Prior Knowledge 
~ Prior Greenway Knowledge 
- Flood plains D County Boundaries 
9000 0 9000 18000 Meters --------
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C4. Spatial Dependency and Greenbelts 
~ Greenbelt 4 
0 Greenbelt 5 
- Flood plains D County Boundaries 
9000 O 9000 18000 Meters - -- -
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CS. Spatial Dependency and Restoration 
® Restoration 5 
A Restoration 4 
[!] Restoration 3 
® Restoration 2 
- Flood plains D County Boundaries 
9000 O 9000 18000 Meters ----
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C6. Spatial Dependency and Regional Parks 
@ Regional park 5 
& Regional park 4 
[!l Regional park 3 
@ Regional park 2 
- Flood plains D County Boundaries 
9000 0 9000 18000 Meters ----
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